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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Next Phase Funding: SCIENCE-BASEDADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE
LOWER AMERICAN RIVER

Amount Requested: $1,590,000 cost share for a three year project

Applicant Name: Water Forum (as administered through the City of Sacramento)
Primary Contact: Jonas Minton, Executive Director

Address: Water Forum, 660 J Street, Suite 260, Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone/FAX: 916-264-1998/916-264-5286

E-mail: jminton@,citvofsacramento.org

Participants & Collaborators: The sponsoring agencies are the Water Forum (comprised of 40
stakeholder organizations including business and agricultural leaders, environmentalists, citizen
groups, water managers, and local governments) and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency.
Sponsoring agencies will be contributing $6,600,000 for the three-year project. Collaboratorsinclude
the California Department of Fish & Game and the American River FISH Group and Technical
Subcommittee consisting of: CALFED (Terry Mills); National Marine Fisheries Service (Dennis
Smith); U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Rich DeHaven, Craig Fleming, and Andy Hamilton); CA Fish
and Game (Bill Snider); U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Matt Davis); U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(David Robinson and Rod Hall); and Save the American River Association (Felix Smith).

This is the next phase of state-of-the-art Science Based Adaptive Management of the Lower American
River. Inthe first year, CALFED funds are contributing to the development of a Multi-Agency River
Corridor Management Plan (RCMP) that will include a fisheries and aquatic habitat element (FISH

Plan) designed to achieve the goals of CALFED’s Ecosystem Restoration Program for the LAR and
other relevant restoration programs.

A set of key hypotheses of the RCMP are that improved temperature, flow and physical habitat
conditionswill result in increased populations of the target species (steelhead, fall-run salmon and
sacramento splittail) and other fish species of concern in the LAR. Toward this end, several projects
are being implemented including: modificationsto the temperature control shutters at Folsom Dam to
improve management of the reservoir’s coldwater pool, establishment of a new flow standard for the
LAR, enhancement of floodplain habitat in the LAR to provide increased opportunities for splittail

spawning and rearing, and management and maintenance of shaded riverine aquatic habitat covering
over two miles of riverbank in the leveed portion of the river.

Next phase CALFED funding is needed rigorously test the hypotheses underlying these projects. This
funding will be used in part to permit CDFG, in cooperationwith the FISH Technical Subcommittee,
to develop a state-of-the-art monitoring program incorporating appropriate metrics, monitoring
protocols and updated population census techniques. The monitoring program will be carried @ut with
CALFED funding over a three-year period by CDFG personnel, subject to such refinementsand
adaptations as may be recommended by the Technical Subcommittee.

The methodology and results of this science-based adaptive management approach will also b
available to assist recovery of at-risk species, rehabilitation ofnatural processes, and restoration of
functional habitat in other CALFED Ecological Management Zones in the Bay-Delta watershed. (ERP
Goals 1, 2 and 4).
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i Project Description

Statement of the Problem

The LAR provides important habitat for several at-risk fish species (target species), including the fall-
run chinook salmon, steelhead, and Sacramento splittail that strongly affect the operation of the State
Water Project and the Central Valley Project diversions in the south Delta. Important aquatic habitats
include gravel spawning beds for chinook salmon and steelhead, primarily in the upper portion of the
LAR, and low gradient rearing habitat including sloughs, side channels, and shaded riverine aquatic
(SRA) habitat, aswell as floodplain habitat for splittail spawning.

Historic alteration and on-going management of the LAR ecosystem have resulted in a number of
stressors to the habitat of these at-risk fish species. The most important stressors include altered
streamflows, water temperatures, sediment supply, and floodplain and stream channel processes;
competition and predation from non-native fish species; and invasive riparian plant species. Concerns
include low base flows for spawning and rearing of salmon and steelhead, as well as flow fluctuations
that can dewater spawning redds and strand fry and juvenile fish. The natural sediment supply in the
LAR has been interrupted by historical hydraulic gold and gravel mining? dams, levees, and bank
protection. Levee construction, bank protection, mining, and channel incisions have greatly altered the
geomorphology ofthe floodplain. The RCMP goal is to substantially reduce these stressors.

In January 200 CALFED funding was secured to create a Multi-Agency River Corridor Management
Plan (RCMP), including a Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management Element (FISH Plan), aimed at
substantially reducing these stressors. The RCMP is currently building upon the accomplishments of
broadly based efforts to manage the river for multiple beneficial uses, including those undertaken &y
CDFG, FOR, Water Forum, the LAR Task Force (the River Corridor Steering Committee referenced
in the original proposal), and previous LAR Technical Committee workshops. The RCMP includes
two primary components: (1) development of scientific consensus among biologists, resource
managers, and technical experts concerning the critical needs of aquatic species on the LAR and the
priorities for recovery actions and, (2) a comprehensive coordination of habitat restoration and
management efforts among local, state, and federal agencies and stakeholder groups.

The fish species chosen as the focus of the FISH Plan are fall-run chinook salmon, steelhead, and
splittail (target species). These target species were chosen to comply with applicable laws, in
particular, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and California Endangered Species Act (CESA), and to
be consistent with state and federal restoration plans, as described in the following documents:
‘CALFED’s Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, 1999, which identifies programmatic actions t@
protect splittail, fall-run chinook salmon, and steelhead; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Draft
Restoration Plan for the Anadromous Fish Restoration Program, 1997, which identifies specific actions
on the American River to protect salmonids; CDFG's Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for
California, 1996, which identifies specific actions on the American River to protect steelhead; and,
CDFG’s Restoring Central Valley Streams, A Plan for Action, 1993, which identifies specific actions
on the American River to protect salmonids. Improving LAR conditions for target species also will

improve conditions for American shad and striped bass, and other native resident aquatic and terrestrial
species. .

The fish population-monitoring project was selected based on the need for systematic monitoring @
test the hypotheses for the FISH Plan projects. CDFG fish monitoring to support these projects ‘
requires staff, equipment, and refinement of monitoring methods especially for steelhead, and splittail.




Conceptual Model/Hypotheses Being Tested

A key hypothesis ofthe FISH Plan is that improved temperature, flow, and physical habitat conditions
in the LAR will result in increased populations ofthe target species in the river. Toward this end,
several projects have been developed for early implementation as part of the RCMP that would
improve management of the coldwater pool in Folsom Reservoir, establish a new flow standard for the
LAR, enhance floodplain habitat in the lower three miles of the river, and increase the extent of shaded
riverine aquatic habitat along the river’s edge.

CDFG is responsible for monitoring fish population trends in the LAR. Relatively good data are
available on adult escapement; however, data on natural spawning production and juvenile survival,
key indices of the impact of identified stressors in the river, is unreliable. CALFED funding is needed
to enhance CDFG’s monitoring efforts in these areas so as to systematically measure the
responsiveness of the target fish populations to the RCMP early implementation projects.

Specific conceptual models were prepared to describe the understanding of ecosystem processes that
forms the foundation for the restoration work to be proposed in the FISH Plan (Figures 1 through 5).
These models present the desired habitat characteristics by lifestages for the species of primary
management concern, and the existing environmental stressors.

Additionally, conceptual models and testable hypotheses were prepared for four restoration projects
that are currently underway (Figures 6 through 9) to present the framework for how ecosystem
processes, stressors, restoration needs, monitoring, and adaptive management will be incorporated into

the planning and design of FISH Plan projects once they are identified. (No CALFED funding is
requested for these four projects,)

For example, the project described in Figure 8, improving floodplain habitat in the LAR, sharply
demonstrates the limitations of evaluating projects without accurate fish population counts. Not only
the success of the project objective (e.g., protect and restore channel-floodplain connectivity), but also
the success in achieving the desired outcome (e.g., achieve and maintain a viable population of
splittail), needs to be measured. Currently, the success of the project in restoring channel-floodplain
connectivity can be evaluated, but not progress toward the ultimate goal of maintaining a viable
population of splittail. Adequate measurement of the desired outcome cannot occur for any of these
projects without an enhanced fish population monitoring program which would allow accurate
assessments of the effects of these projects on the fish population.

The source ofthe habitat characteristics and stressors information contained in the models include the
CDFG, USFWS and CALFED documents referenced above, as well as numerous research papers.
With respect to relative uncertainties present in the models, uncertainties exist with respect to the
relative importance of each habitat characteristic or associated stressors in impacting the health of
individual fish or fish populations. These uncertainties will be narrowed as restoration actions are
implemented, monitored, and evaluated.

The proposed fish population-monitoring project, which will serve as the foundation for the FISH Flan
monitoring program, has been preliminarily developed. The lifecycles of fall-run chinook salmon,
steelhead, and splittail are presented on Figures 10 through 12 with the proposed monitoring identified
for specific lifestages. The fish population monitoring project will begin immediately so that a
baseline is established before project implementation begins.




Figure 1'. Conceptual Model of Lower American River Ecosystem Processes for
Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Spawning and Incubation
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model of Lower American River Ecosystem Processes for

Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Rearing
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Figure 3. Conceptual Model of Lower American River Ecosystem Processes for
Fall-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Juvenile Outmigration
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Figure 4. Conceptual Model of Lower American River Ecosystem Processes for
Fail-Run Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Adult Upstream Migration
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Figure 5. Conceptual Model of Lower American River Ecosystem Processes for
Splittail Spawning and Rearing
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Figure 6. Conceptual Model and Hypothesis for RCMP Project -
Modify Temperature Control Shutters at Folsom Dam
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Figure 7. Conceptual Model and Hypothesis for RCMP Project -

Update LAR Flow Standard
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Figure 8. Conceptual Model.andHypothesis for RCMP Project -

Improve Floodplain Habitat in the LAR Corridor
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Figure 9. Conceptual Model and Hypothesisfor RCMP Project -
Improve Shaded,Riverine Aquatic Habitat in the LAR
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Figure 1 I Steelhead Trout Lifecycle with Fish Population Monitoring Plan
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Figure 12. Sacramento Splittail Lifecycle with Fish Population Monitoring Plan
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CALFED, CVPIA Goals.

CALFED, CVPIA and AFRP goals that will be addressed in the FISH Plan are compared to FISH Plan

goals in Table 1.Each of the FISH Plan’s desired outcomes and goals contribute to CALFEL or
CVPIA/AFRP goals.

CALFED Uncertainties

The CALFED uncertainties for which the FISH Plan projects will result in a substantial improvement
in knowledge are described below.

Natural Flow Regimes. FISH Plan projects that address appropriate flows for the three at-risk species
will have as an objective better understanding the mechanismsunderlying these species’ responses to
hydrologic processes, including low-flow conditions and the role of fall pulse flows as a trigger to
upstream migration for adult fall-run salmon. Projects that will be considered in the FISH Plan
include: monitoring projects to better estimate geomorphic thresholds; monitoring and modeling t@
develop or refine flow-temperature relationships; research projects that examine the mechanisms
underlying native species’ responses to flow; simulation and operational modeling to evaluate options
for obtaining water to meet environmental needs; and, monitoring and modeling to develop or refine

relationships between flow and contaminant concentrations, bioavailability, and resultant dose and
exposure to biota,

. FISH Plan projects that address
channel dynamlcs sedlment transport and rlparlan vegetatlon to improve conditions for the three at-
risk species will have as an objective better understanding the mechanisms underlying the species’
responses to these physical processes, Restoration of geomorphic processes will be a key part of the

FISH Plan because these physical processes are necessary to help create and maintain the riparian and
instream habitats that other FISH Plan projects will be enhancing.

Elood Management as an Ecosvstem Tool. Projects that will be considered in the FISH Plan include:
clarifying how ecosystem restoration efforts, such as riparian re-vegetation, gravel augmentation, and
channel reconstruction projects affect flood conveyance capacity; and, exploring opportunities o re-
construct levees to provide some measure of habitat without reducing levee strength or reducing
conveyance capacity.

Placement and monitoring of tracer gravels and riparian re-vegetation projects would be structured and
monitored to enhance understanding of how native and/or non-native species of riparian vegetation
respond to flow components,

Adaptive Management

Adaptive management will occur at two levels under the proposed project. At the primary level, the
Technical Subcommittee, with technical assistance and facilitation funded in part by CALFED, will
develop the design ofthe enhanced CDFG monitoring program, establish appropriate monitoring
protocols and metrics, evaluate the output of the monitoring program on an ongoing basis, recommend
adjustments to the program as necessary, and produce a summary of the results. Given the
composition of the Technical Subcommittee, this collaborative management effort will function in
effect as a peer review process designed to maintain the scientific rigor of the monitoring program and
ensure widespread acceptance of its results.

At the secondary level, members of the Subcommittee will exchange information with the members of
the working groups responsible for adaptively managing the R.CIWP early implementation projects and
6




will correlate monitoring program output with project design and operation data. This exchange will
occur under the auspices of the FISH Group and the LAR Task Force with technical assistance and
facilitation services funded in part by CALFED as shown in Summary Budget, Figure 1. The goal will

be to identify opportunities for improved project management based on the results of CDFG's of the
monitoring program,

Educational objectives

The project will increase awareness and understanding of CALFED’s ERP goals among local, state,
and federal agencies, environmental groups, business interests, commercial and recreation fishing
organizations, and homeowners and citizens organizations that comprise the FISH Group, the LAR
Task Force, and the Water Forum. (See discussion under Local Involvement.)

Activities, lectures, and materials will be shared through these groups. In addition, a State of the River
report, which will be prepared under the RCMP process for a layperson audience, will be published
and made available to the LAR Task Force and Water Forum members. Baseline data, monitoring

reports, and evaluations will be shared with federal state agencies as well as non-governmental
organizations.

Proposed Scope of Work
Location amd‘or GeographicBoundaries d #e Project

The project is located entirely within Sacramento County in the Lower American River Ecozone. The
project covers the American River corridor between the Sacramento River and Nimbus Dam, bounded
on the north and south by levees in the lower reach and bluffs and high terraces in the upper reach.
Enclosed is a quad map showing an outline of the project. The Lower American River centerpoint
coordinates are: 2186696, 331924, California Coordinates, Zone 2, in feet, NAD 1927.

Approach/Monitoring and Assessment Plans

Task 1. Refine Hvpotheses and Develop Research Protocols, Including Metrics. In this first year of the
R.CMP, the overall approach is to develop projects based on a solid foundation of knowledge about the
Lower American River ecosystem. The Baseline Report will provide that source of knowledge,
compiling available information on fisheries, including fall-run chinook salmon, steelhead, and splittail
population size and trends, river.flows and water temperatures, riparian attributes, and instream
habitats. Upon this base of knowledge on the status of the at-risk species and the quality and
availability of their habitat, projects and priorities for implementation will be developed.

For each project, hypotheses will be refined from the concepts of ecosystem,processes and stressors
presented on Figures 1through 5. The project will use a framework of an experimental design 2 that
the outcome of the project can be added to knowledge of the ecosystem and its components and could
be applied to other projects., The Technical Subcommittee will work with CDFG to develop the
monitoring program, including appropriate metrics and protocols. The data collected will include fish
and wildlife habitat use analyzed using standard statistical methods suitable for data arising from
ecological field experiments, that generally do not conform to normality. Specific sampling,
analytical, planning and construction procedures for each project will be developed at project
definition, including methods/techniques, equipment and facilities, data collection, statistical analysis
and quality assurance procedures, Thorough peer review by agency and academic experts will be an
integral part of the study design and data evaluation, Finally, the Technical Subcommittee and CDFG
will coordinate with the Reservoir Operations Working Group and the Floodway Management
Working Group to clarify the design and operation of the RCMP early implementation projects. This
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,coordination will occur through the FISH Group and the LAR. Task Force. It will ensure that the
monitoring program is properly designed to measure the impacts of these RCMP projects.

Task 2. Intensive Monitoring to Test Hypotheses. CDFG will conduct intensive monitoring for each
project to test the corresponding hypothesis, The monitoring plan will include monitoring ofthe
narrow objective of the project {e.g., optimize seasonal temperature regime), and the ultimate desired
outcome (e.g., increase and maintain viable populations of naturally spawning fall-run chinook salmon
and steelhead). Fish population monitoring would begin immediately to establish a pre-project
baseline. Under Task 2, CDFG will implement the population-monitoring program with review and
oversight provided by the Technical Subcommittee. CDFG will provide quarterly reports to the
Technical Subcommittee on the progress and results of the work in the filed. The Subcommittee will

evaluate these reports and recommend appropriate adjustments as necessary to achieve the goals of the
monitoring program,

Task 3. Analvze Monitoring Results and Incorporate into Adaptive Management Decisions. Under
Task 3, CDFG and the Technical Subcommittee will collaborate on a final report summarizing and
analyzing the results of the monitoring program and making recommendations on future steps for
gathering additional population data on the target species. This report will be used by the Reservoir
Operations Working Group and Floodway Management Working Group to make adjustments in the
design and operation of the RCMP early implementation projects and in additional projects that will be
developed through the RCMP planning process.

Data Handling and Storage

Data collection will consist ofthe following documents: a Bibliography of Documents Relevant to the
Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan for the Lower American River, a
Baseline Report on the Lower American River, a Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and
Restoration Plan for the Lower American River, and a State of the River report. The Ecological and

Biological Monitoring Plan will also incorporate a Quality Assurance Project Plan strategy including
data handling, records retention and storage. All reports will be available to the public.

Expected Froducts/Outcomes

An annual timeline with start and stop dates, and accomplishment of major milestones is described
below as well as the proposal’s list of planned reports and presentations.

Year 1:
May, 2001 Initiate Task 1, “Develop Research Protocols, Including Metrics. -

June, 2001  Draft Refined Year 1Monitoring Plan (research protocols, and metrics directly related
to Summer, 2001 data collection).

June, 2001 Initiate Task 2, “Intensive Monitoring to Test Hypotheses”

August, 2001 Final Refined Year 1 Monitoring Plan (covering all Year 1 hypotheses,

research protocols, and metrics).
Sept. 2001 Monitoring Progress Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommittee by
& Quarterly leaders of funded monitoring projects). Remaining Year 3 progress reports due in
Thereafter December 2001 & March 2002.

Sept., 2001  Initiate Task 3, “Analyze Monitoring Results & Incorporate Into Adaptive
Management Decisions




March, 2002

Research Findings Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommitteejointly
by leaders of funded monitoring projects).

April, 2002  Updated Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Pian for the Lower
American River

April, 2002  Annual Health-of-the-River Report

Year 2:

May, 2002  Refined Year 2 Monitoring Plan

June, 2002  Monitoring Progress Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommittee by

& Quarterly leaders of relevant monitoring projects), Remaining Year 2 progress reports due in

Thereafter ~ September & December of 2002 & March 2003.

March, 2003 Research Findings Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommitteejointly
by leaders of funded monitoring projects).

April, 2003  Updated Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan
for the Lower American River

April, 2003 Annual Health-of-the-River Report

Year 3:

May, 2003  Refined Year 2 Monitoring Plan

June, 2003 Monitoring Progress Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommitteeby &

Quarterly leaders of relevant monitoring projects). Remaining Year 3 progress reports due in

Thereafter ~ September & December of 2003 & March 2004.

March, 2004 Research Findings Report (submitted to FISH Group’s Technical Subcommitteejointly
by leaders of funded monitoring projects).

April, 2004 Updated Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan
for the Lower American River

April, 2004  Annual Health-of-the-RiverReport

April, 2004  Complete Tasks 1-4.

Work Schedule

The following schedule describes the proposal’s start and completion dates for the Tasks described in

this proposal.

Task

Start Date Cornoletion Date

1. Refine Hypotheses.& Develop May, 2001 May, 2004’
Research Protocols: Including Metrics

' Once grant funds become available, refinement of testable hypotheses and research protocols will be top priority o enable

monitoring to begin. Related refinements of framework plan may continue throughout grant period consistent it
adaptive management.



2. Intensive Monitoring to Test Hypotheses June, 2001 April, 2004

3. Analyze Monitoring Results & Incorporate into September, 2001 April, 2004
Adaptive Management Decisions

4. Project Management May, 2001 April, 2004

Feasibility

This science-based approach to adaptive management of the LAR is feasible and appropriate because
the goals of the RCMP are consistent with the goals of the numerous agencies with jurisdictional
responsibilities for the LAR, and the other stakeholders involved in the planning process. This

consensus approach is key to creating a planning document that will be implemented and that is
consistent with past and future planning efforts.

The project can be completed in the time allotted because current efforts are on schedule, and
representatives of responsible agencies are participating in the project. The stakeholder groups
involved in this process have worked together in other contexts and venues and have a history of

success over several years, It is anticipated that any agreements needed with these agencies will be
authorized in an expedient manner.

More specifically, this approach to testing hypotheses is feasible and appropriate because CDFG is the
primary entity monitoring on the LAR and, therefore, has the greatest level of expertise. Forthe past
several years, CDFG has monitored numerous fisheries parameters in the LAR including spawning
habitat utilization, spawning gravel characterization, rearing, and outmigration. In addition, CDFG
continues to address flow fluctuation and spawning gravel enhancement issues in the LAR.
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Applicability to CALFED ERP Goals and Implementation Plan and CVPIA Priorities
ERP Goals and CVPIA Priorities

CALFED ERP, CVPIA and AFEP goals that coincide with FISH Plan goals are identifiedin Table 1.
Each of the FISH Plan desired outcomes and goals contributeto CALFED or CWPIAAFEP goals.
FISH Plan desired outcomes target particular fish species, and FISH Plan goals target lifestages. The
draft objectives are based on these goals and the stressors identified in the USFWS, CDFG, and
CALFED documents referenced earlier, These stressors were identified in Figures 1through 5. The

consistency of FISH Plan goals with ERP and CVPIA goals will directly lead to progress toward the
latter goals.

Relationship to Other Ecosystem Restoration Proiects

The RCMP is the next phase of the CALFED funded project. The results of these hypotheses will be

availableto guide all ecosystem restoration projects and overall adaptive management of the Lower
American River.

Svstem-Wide Ecosvstem Benefits

The LAR contributes 15 percent of the flow of the SacramentoRiver and provides spawning, rearing
and foraging habitat for anadromous and resident native fish speciesthat use the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta. It provides significant habitat for Delta and other Central Valley species. Large areas
of historic floodplain contained within the levee system offer opportunities for enhanced ecological

functions related to frequent high flowevents, The RCMP will benefit these species and therefore
benefit the Delta ecosystem.
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FISH Plan Goals That Coincide with CALFED ERP Goals, CVVPIA Priorities, and AFRP Goals

Table 1

Frsrt PLAN DESIRED
OurcorMESGFOALS

=

CALFED E W GoALs

CVPIA GOALS

ATRP GOALS

Increase and maintain
viable populations of
naturally spawning fal

steelnead .

run chinook salmon and

Goal 1. Recover fali-run chinook salmon
and steelhead.

Protect, restore, and enhance fish, wildlife, and
associated habitatsin the Central Valley; and address
impacts of the CVP on fish, wildlife and associated
habitats.

]

Double natural production
of anadromous fishin the
Central Valley.

Provide appropriate
spawning and rearing
habitat quality and

quantity

Goal 2. Rehabilitate natural ecosystem
processes and biotic communities.

Goal 4. Rehabilitate habitat for at-risk
Species.

Goal 5. Reduce impact ofnon-native
invasive species.

Goal 6. Improve and maintain sediment
and water quality

| Restore and replenish, as needed, spawning gravel

lost due to the constructionand operation of C\VP
facilities.

Eliminate, to the extent possible, losses of
anadromousfish due to CVP-caused flow
fluctuations.

Protect and restore natural channel and riparian
habitat values through habitat restoration actionsand
modifications to CVP operations.

Provide appropriate

juvenile outmigration
and adult upstream

conditions

Goal 2. Rehabilitate natural ecosystem
processes and biotic communities.

Provide CVP flows of suitable quantity and timingto
protect anadromous fish.

Use short pulses of increased water flows to increase
survival of migrating anadromous fish.

Improve stream habitat for
all life stages of anadromous
fishthrough improved
flows, water quality, and
physical habitat.

" Improve adult escapement

rates by modifying bamers
that impede migration.

of water diversion
intakes

| juvenile anadromous fish resulting from unscreened

or inadequately screened diversions.

Balance in-stream None None Integrate habitat restoration
harvest and hatchery efforts with harvest and
operation \ _ - hatchery management.
Reduce adverseeffects | Mone Develop and implement measures to avaid lossesof | Improve survival rates by

reducing or eliminating
entrainment of juveniles at
diversions.

spawning and rearing
habitat quality and

quantity

process and biotic communities.

Goal 4. Rehabilitate habitat for splittail.
Goal 5. Reduce impact of non-native
invasive species.

Achieve and maintaina | Goal 1. Recover splittail. None None
viable population of

_splittail )
Provide appropriate Goal 2. Rehabilitate natural ecosystem None None
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;QUALIFICATIONS

Jonas Minton (Water Forum) is the Executive Director of the Water Forum, responsible for managing
staff and consultant assistance to the Water Forum. He managed the EIR for the Water Forum
Agreement, which includes protection of the Lower American River as a co-equal objective. Earlier in
his career, he was on the team that successfully completed the Environmental Impact

Report/Environmental Impact Statement to support the wild and scenic river designation of the Lower
American, Trinity, Eel, Klamath, and Smith rivers.

Paul Bratovich, M.S., (SWRI) has worked as a fisheries consultant and water resources specialist in
California for the past 17years. He has conducted numerous LAR investigations including the design,
implementation, analysis, and report preparation of habitat classification and mapping, application of
the IFIM, estimation of chinook salmon abundance and distribution by habitat type, chinook salmon
micro-habitat suitability data acquisition, and outmigration, flow, and water temperature evaluations
for chinook salmon and steelhead. He evaluated the benefits of shutter reconfiguration at Folsom Dam
for downstream temperature control, the benefits of a temperature control device at Folsom Dam, and
the development of optimal coldwater pool management software to assist USBR management of
Folsom Reservoir’s coldwater pool for chinook salmon and steelhead. Mr. Bratovich served as a
technical expert on the Alameda County Superior Court LAR Technical Advisory Committee. He
serves as a technical liaison with state and federal resource agencies to integrate the flow pattern for
the LAR with the AFRP. Mr. Bratovich is the Principal in Charge for the American River Basin
Cumulative Impact Analysis which will evaluate more than 30 potential water-related actions affecting
the American River Basin, and will become an integral part of future EISs, EAs and BAs prepared
within this region. Mr, Bratovich wrote the LAR section ofthe AFRP Draft Working Plan on behalf of
the FWS, served as the lead scientist on CALFED’s LAR Technical Team, and continues to Serve as
the principal scientist for the Water Forum, and as a member of the American River Operations Group.

Steven Chainey, M.S., (Jones & Stokes Associates) is a recognized leader in wetland and riparian
ecology, management and restoration and has worked extensively with federal, state and local agencies
to achieve successful restoration efforts on large-scale wetland and riparian enhancement projects. He
has managed preparation of environmental impact assessments, constraints analyses, and management
plans for numerous resource management projects in the Central Valley, and understands the
relationships of flood control hydraulics, reservoir operations, and river and floodplain management
and their effects on natural vegetation types, channel and floodplain geometry, and conditions for fish
and wildlife habitat.“Mr. Chainey was the lead ecologist on Jones & Stokes Associates’s team that
prepared the LAR Floodway Management Plan.

Mnrcelle DuPraw, M. S., (California Center for Public Dispute Resolution) is a Senior Mediator and
Program Manager at the Center. She holds a Bachelor’s degree in Environmental Studies from the
University of California at Santa Cruz, as well as a Master’s in natural Resource Policy, Economics,
and Management from the University of Michigan at Ann Arbor. Ms. DuPraw has specialized in
environmental and cross-cultural consensus building for the ensuing fifteen years providing facilitation
and mediation for complex,multi-partypublic policy controversies. Ms. DuPraw currently serves as
the lead mediator/facilitator forthe Lower American River Task Force and for the Task Force’s
Fisheries and In-Stream Habitat (FISH) Group.

consulting services needed for the FISH Group and the FISH Group Technical Subcommittee as well
as providing administrative support to those groups. SAFCA will be responsible for contracting with
and managing the facilitation and technical consulting services for the FMWG as well providing
administrative support and for the contracting with and managing the design, construction, and
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monltorlng activities of their projects to improve temperature control facilities, floodplain habitat, 2nd
shaded riverine aquatic habitat. Management staff of both the Water Forum and SAFCA will Jomﬂy
be responsible for providing coordination activities for the development of the RCMP. The CDFG will
be responsible for hiring and supervising the biologists whose tasks it will be to perform the
monitoring activities, including those ofthe target fish species. The CDFG will also be responsible for
purchasing the appropriate monitoring equipment, after consultation with the FISH Technical
Subcommittee, in order to carry out their assigned responsibilities.

Sponsorlng Agenues include the Water Forum (comprrsed of 40 stakeholder organlzatlons including
business and agricultural leaders, environmentalists, citizen groups, water managers, and local
governments) and the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA). The Supporting entities
include the California Department of Fish & Game (CDFG), the Lower American River Task Force
(comprised of community groups, environmental and recreation interests, flood control agencies, and
state and federal resource agencies) and the FISH Group (comprised of federal and state resource

agencies, fishing/boating/environmental interests, flood control agencies, local governments, and
partnerships such as CALFED and the Water Forum).

The prOJect management/overszght team WI|| mclude Jonas Mrnton Water Forum Tim Washburn,
SAFCA,; and Bill Snider, CDFG. Administrative/management support will be provided by Susan
Davidson of the Water Forum. Facilitation support will be provided by Marcelle DuPraw, CCPDR, for
the LAR Task Force, the FISH Group and the FISH Group Technical Subcommittee; and Gregg Ellis,
JSA, forthe FMWG and the BPWG. Pau! Bratovich and staff of SWR I will provide technical support
for both the FISH Group and the FISH Group Technical Subcommittee.

Conflict of Interest Statement. Project sponsors have not identified any direct conflicts between the

interests of the sponsors themselves, or the interest of their sub-consultants, CCPDR, SWRI, JSA, and
the objectives and interests ofthe CALFED program.
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'‘COST

1 Budget

Task I —Refine Hypotheses & Develop Research Protocols Including Metrics

This task will be performed jointly by the FISH Group and the FISH Group Technical Subcommittee
with technical fishery and facilitation assistance. This task will produce: Draft and Final Refined Year
1, Year 2 and Year 3 Monitoring Plans; Annual Health-of-the-River Reports; and an annual Updated
Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan for the Lower American River. It is
proposed that the Water Forum HME fund the facilitation portion of the costs and that CALFED fund

a portion of the technical assistance at $83,333 per year, for a total of $250,000 for the three year
period.

Task 2 — Intensive Monitoring to Test Hypotheses

This task will be performed by the CDFG. Itwill entail the hiring of four (4) FTE: one (1) Senior
Biologist —Fisheries, and three (3) Biologists —Fisheries as well as the purchase of fish monitoring
equipment such as traps, seines, and sampling gear. This task of will produce quarterly Monitoring
Progress Reports and annual Research Findings Reports. It is proposed that CALFED fund this
portion of the proposal with a one-time, first-year budget for equipment of $90,000 and a three year

budget fozr the 4 FTE including salaries, benefits and CDFG overhead rate of 20% for an annual cost of
$499,000%.

Task 3 —Adaptive Management

Costs associated with the adaptive management tasks proposed to be funded by CALFED include:
FISH Technical Subcommittee - CALFED - technical support - $400,000

FISH Group - CALFED - remaining technical support - $350,000

Project Management Tasks - Project management/oversight of the CALFED grant will be provided by
management and administrative staff of the Water Forum. The costs associated with this activity will
be funded via the cost share from the Water Forum's Habitat Management Element's financial
supporters.

2. Cost-Sharing

The funding commitment of the Water Forum comes from the Water Forum Stakeholder organizations
via their commitment to fund the Habitat Management Element of the Water Forum Agreement. The
Water Forum Agreement was signed by all 40 Stakeholder organizations at a signing ceremony in
April 2000. Some ofthe funding commitment of SAFCA has already been approved in previous
actions of the SAFCA Board regarding various design, construction and monitoring activities in the
LAR. The funding commitment to improve the temperature control facilities at Folsom Dam is
contingent upon the approval of the proposed SAFCA assessment to fund the local share of the
Sacramento flood control improvement projects. Ballots have already been mailed to property owners
in Sacramento County. The passage of the assessment will be known by the end of June 2000.

The following projects and adaptive management activities are those which will be funded in all or part
by either the Water Forum or SAFCA. The amount of money listed is the amount to be funded only by
the cost-sharing partners. The amount requested from CALFED is identified below in the three
attached budget tables as well as in the Budget Summary, Figure 1.

Z Assume Biologist salary at §3,tmanth with 25% benefits and 20% CDFG overhead = $54,000/year, and Senior
Biologist salary at §4,200/manth with 25% benefits and 20% overhead = §&8, 200 year,
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Projects:

Improve Temperature Control Facilities at Folsom Dam - S4FCA - $2 Million

SAFCA s funding modifications to the temperature control shutters at Folsom Dam to improve the
coldwater pool management at Folsom Reservoir. These modifications are being made to offset any
temperature-related impacts that might otherwise result from the variable-space storage operation at
Folsom. Modification to the temperature control shutterswill allow greater control over the depth, and
hence the temperature, at which water is released from Folsom Reservoir and will improve the ability
to maintain the coldwater pool throughout the summer months.

Update Lower American River Flow Siandard - Water Forum - $75,000

One of the agreed upon assurances within the Water Forum Agreement is an updated Lower American
River (LAR) Flow Standard. All signatories haveagreed that they will recommend to the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) a flow standard that will incorporate the Water Forum Agreement
provisions on water diversions under varying hydrologic conditions and optimize the release of
available water for the fisheries. The City of Sacramento and the Water Forum are co-leads in the
pursuit of this update of the Lower American River Flow Standard, The City, with support from other

signatories to the Water Forum Agreement, has already requested the SWRCB to expedite the updating
of the Standard.

Improve Floodplain Habitat in #se Lower American River — S4F(C4 - $7 Million

SAFCA will implement floodplain habitat improvements in the LAR for Sacramento splittail spawning
and rearing. The proposed restoration approach is to replicate or enhance slough and/or sidechannel
lentic (still or low-velocity) aquatic habitats on the wide northern floodplain ofthe river between River
Miles 0 and 5 (right bank). Existing habitats will be replaced with higher quantity and quality riparian,
wetland, and aquatic habitat: Restoration will focus on the creation ofconnectivity to the river channel
and extensive inundation of lower floodplain surfaces. By establishing river connectivity at the entire
range of flows, this approach can be used to eliminate isolated ponds that currently entrap fish and

enhance the spawning function of existing woody riparian vegetation that may be growing on lower
elevations of the floodplain,

Improve Shaded Riverine Aquatic Habitat in the Lower American River — SAFCA - §1.& Million
SAFCA is involved in the implementation of several projects along the LAR that modify the physical
structure within the river corridor with the intent of increasing flood safety and creating a self-
sustaining riparian corridor. First, SAFCA is responsible for maintaining and monitoring the success
of innovative vegetation features constructed as components of recently implemented bank protection
projects on the LAR. The goal of constructing the vegetation features is to provide riparian and shaded
riparian aquatic habitat. Maintenance and monitoring activities funded by SAFCA include watering
and weeding the vegetation, remediating vegetation mortality, archiving as-built construction/planting
specifications, tracking and recording modificationsto the as-built specifications, keeping monthly
lags of maintenance activities, recording vegetation height, width, canopy and percent survival,
photographic documentation, and preparation of annual reports documenting monitoring results.
Maintenance activities wil! range in duration from 3 to 8 years. Monitoring activities will be carried
out for 8 years. SAFCA’s ongoing maintenance and monitoring efforts are being coordinated with the
RCMP’s Ecological and Biological Monitoring and Evaluation Strategy.

Adaptive Management:

American River Operations Group - Water Forum - $35,000
The Water Forum attends the American River Operations Group (AROG) on a monthly basis in order

to ensure that real time adaptive management decisions continue to protect the fisheries of the Lower
American River,

16




Floodway Management Working Gretg — SAFCA - $300,000

The purpose of the Floodway Management Working Group (FMWG) is to work coltaboratively with
SAFCAto develop two key components of the Floodway Management of the RCMP. They are the
Vegetation Resource Management Program and the Facilities Redesign and Relocation Program. The
FMWG will use the monitoring information that they learn from the two projects above (Improve
Floodplain Habitat in the LAR and Improve Shaded Riverine Aquatic Habitat in the LAR) to provide
input to the Floodway Management portion of the RCMP.

FISH Technical Subcommittee — Water Forum - $246,666

The purpose of the FISH Technical Subcommittee is to provide the FISH Group with rigorous

technical input and review of: (a) its monitoring and evaluation program; and (b) priorities and
projects proposed for inclusion in the FISH Plan,

FISH Group - Water Forum - $643,334

The vision of the FISH Group is “To Protect, Enhance, and Restore the Fisheries and Aquatic And
Riparian Habitat Values of the Lower American River Ecosystem.” The FISH Group is also
responsible for developing the aquatic habitat management element of the RCMP, (also known as the

“FISH Plan”), which is taking the form of a fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration
plan for the Lower American River.

LAR Task Force - $600,000

The major objective ofthe LAR Task Force is to identify opportunities for improving existing flood
control facilities and management strategies along the LAR while at the same time protecting and
enhancing the existing environmental and recreational resources in the American River Parkway. In
the development of the RCMP, the LAR Task Force integrates the efforts of: (A) the Floodway
Management Working Group (FMWG) and Bank Protection Working Group (BPWG) in developing

the floodway management element; and (B) the Fisheries and In-Stream Habitat (“FISH™) Group in
developing the aquatic habitat management element.
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Table 1. Year 1 budget - Next-Phase Funding: SCIENCE BASED ADAPTIVE MANANGEMENT OF THE LAR (CALFEDfunds only)

Subjectto Overhead

Exemptfrom Overhead

Direct | Salary - |Benefits-] Travel | Supplies & | Service [Overhead|Equipment |
Labor 75% 25% Expendables|Contract{ - CDFG |
|_Year - Task Hours s | )
Year1 |Task 1 Refine Hypotheses & Develop Research Protocols Includlng Metrics
Subtask 1 - ~ $83,33 0% $83,333
Fisheries Technical i )
___|Consulting . | _ .
Task 2 Intensive Monitoring to Test Hypotheses o
Subtask 2 - In- 3 ] $166,000 $41,500] | T 20%|  $90,000 $339,000
stream monitoring | Biologists, |
1Sr.
B - _Biologist_| - i 1 )
Task 3 Analyze Monitoring Results & Incorporate into Adaptlve Management DeC|S|ons
Subtask 3 - - - T $166,667] | 0% | $166,667
Fisheries Technical
______|Consulting . ; | I . I R
Project Water Water Water Water 0% $0i
Management Forum _ [Forum Forum Forum |
Total CostYear 1 $166,0C 000 $41,500 $0 $0 $250,00T $90,000 $589,OOT)"I
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‘able 2. Year 2 budget - Next-Phase Funding: SCIENCE BASED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE LAR (CALFED funds only)'

Subject to Overhead

Exempt from Overheac

Direct | Salary - |Benefits -| Travel Supplies & | Service [Overhead|Equipment Total
Labor 75% 25% Expendables|Contract| - CDFG cost
Year Task Hours S
‘ear2 |Task 1 Refine Hypotheses & Develop Research Protocols Including Metrics
Subtask 1 - $83,333 0% $83,33:
Fisheries Technical
Consulting
Task 2 intensive Monitoringto Test Hypotheses
Subtask 2 - In- 3 $166,000 $41,500 20% $249,00(
stream monitoring | Biologists,
1Sr.
Biologist i _
Task 3 Analyze Monitoring ResuﬁS'&—m'corborater\'daﬁﬂVé‘Mﬁh’&g?f‘héﬁt‘ljecigi'ons -
| —_
Subtask 3 - i T | $166,667 0% $166,667
Fisheries Technical
Consulting
Project ” Water Water Water Water Forum 0% $(
Management Forum Forum Forum
Total Cost Year 2 $166,000 $41,500 $0 $0| $250,000 $0 $499,00(
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rable 3 Year3 budget - Next-Phase Funding: SCIENCE BASED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE LAR {(CALFED funds on!})

Subject to Overhead

Exempt from Overhead

Direct | Salary = |Benefits-| Travel | Supplies & | Service |Overhead Equipment
Labor 75% 25% Expendables|Contract| - CDFG
_ Year .#  Task Hours s
Year3 |Task 1 Refine Hypotheses & Develop Research Protocols IncludingMetrics
Subtask1- $83,333 O $83,333
Fisheries Technical
B Consulting
Task 2 Intensive Monitoringto Test Hypotheses
Subtask 2 - In- 3 $166,000[ $41,500 20% $249,000
stream monitoring | Biologists,
1Sr.
Biologist
Task 3 Analyze Monitoring Results & Incorporate into Adaptive Management Decisions
B Subtask3- $166,667, 0% $166,667
Fisheries Technical
Consulting
Project Water  |Water | Water | Water 0% $0
Management Forum Forum Forum Forum
| R
Total CostYear 3 $166,0000 $41,500 $0 $0| $250,000 $C| $499,000
$499.000
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‘LOCALINVOLVEMENT

Describe a plan for public outreach to groups or individuals that may be affected by the project.
Attached are copies of the notification letters to both the City of Sacramento and County of
Sacramento Clerks and Planning Departments. In addition, representatives from both the City and

County are aware of this proposal since they are members of the Water Forum, the LAR Task Force,
and the FISH Group.

Progress reports will be made to the “Interested Parties’ listings of the Water Forurn (700+ names), the
LAR Task Force, and the FISH Group. These Progress reports may take the form of a memo and/or
article for inclusion in others’ newsletters or on their websites. The Progress reports will also be
included in the Water Forum and FISH Group’s websites. The Progress reports will provide recipients
with an opportunity to review and comment on the work of the FISH Group, the FISH Group
Technical Subcommittee, and the fish monitoring data. Points of contact for further information or
comments will always be included in the Progress reports,

Press releases to a wide-range of news media and stakeholder publications will be made on a periodic

basis. In particular, press releases will be made when documents and data are available for review and
comment by the general public.

The main document for public notification and education will be the annual “State-of-the-River
Report,” Which will first be published in February — March 2001. In general, this will be a
“layperson’s” guide to the baseline health of the Lower American River and will not only characterize
the health of the river but will outline the restoration efforts being considered and undertaken by those
involved in the development of the RCMP.

Members of the Water Forum, LAR Task Force, and the FISH Group are aware and supportive of this
project proposal for SCIENCE BASED ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT OF THE LAR. The following
are “local” groups of one or more of the above:

e Water Forum Environmental Interests (Environmental Council of Sacramento, Friends ofthe
River, Save the American River Association, Sierra Club — Motherlode Chapter — Sacramento
Group);

e Water Forum Citizen Interests (League of Women Voters of Sacramento, Sacramento County
Alliance of Neighborhoods, Sacramento Taxpayers League);

* LAR Task Force Community Groups (Campus Commons, River Park Neighborhood, Natomas
Community, Dos Rios Neighborhood, Sierra Oaks Neighborhood, American River Parkway
Foundation);

e LAR Task Force Environmental Organizations (same as Water Forum and including Protect
American River Canyons and California Native Plant Society); and

e FISH Group Fishing/Boating/Environmental Interests (American River Guides Association,

American River Parkway Advisory Committee, Central California Canoe Club, Golden State
Trollers)

We are unaware of any opposition to this proposed project.

Identify any third party impacts. This next phase project will benefit third parties outside the LAR
by serving as a model for watershed management, particularly in urbanized areas ofthe Central Valley.
Successful development of the RCMP, including community involvement, consensus building among
diverse governmental and non-governmental interests, and initiation of restoration actions could
provide important lessons to others involved in local and watershed level restoration and planning
efforts that require a careful balance of competing uses of water and aquatic resources.

22




S APPENDIXTO PROPOSAL - SUMMARY OF PROGRESS

Brief Project Description, CALFED reviewers’ feedback accompanying our first-year grant {55-INZ1,
awarded late January 2000) urged us to undertake additional outreach to broaden community
involvement. Consequently, the Fisheries & In-Stream Habitat (FISH) Group (which will develop the
fisheries and aquatic habitat element of the RCMP or “FISH Plan”) consists of 26 primary members

(Att. F) representing the following organizations:’

Amer. River Flood Control District;
Amer. River Guides Association;
Amer. River Parkway Advis. Comm;
CALFED;

CDFG;

Central California Canoe Club;
City Parks;

City Utilities;

Co. Parks;

Co. Planning;

Co.Water Agency;

DWR/Reclamation Board;
Golden State Trollers;
NMFS,;

SAFCA;

SARA; .

State Lands Commission;
USACE;

USBR

USFWS;

Water Forum.*

The FISH Group has also established a smaller Technical Subcommittee of respected scientists from
state and federal natural resource agencies and environmental groups to help identify the most
significant restoration opportunities and projects for the LAR, advise the FISH Group on monitoring
and metrics, and help interpretthe implications of the resulting data for adaptive management.

Members include:

Terry Mills (CALFED)
Bill Snlder (CDFG);

Dennis Smith (NMFS);

Craig Fleming (USFWS);
Andy Hamilton (USFWS);
Matt Davis (USACE);

Felix Smith (SARA);

Ric Reinhardt (USACE);
Rich DeHaven (USFWS);

David Robinson (USBR).

Implementation Issues In the first three months ofthe prOJect the FISH Group has already:

Developed a shared Vision (“To protect. enhance. and restore the fisheries and aquatic and riparian
habitat values of the Lower American River ecosystem”);

Agreed upon the specific Charge they are collectively willing to undertake on behalf of LAR
fisheries and aquatic and riparian habitat (Att. G)

+ Reached consensus on the Work Plan and Schedule that will guide the development of the FISH
Plan (Att. H);

= Agreed upon Consensus-Building Guidelines to govern their deliberations (Att. I);

Reached consensus on the Desired Outcomes and Goals of the FISH Plan (Att. K). These desired
outcomes and goals set the parameters for the specific restoration projects to be included in the
FISH Plan;

* Begun considering the appropriate Outline for the FISH Plan (Att. L); and

* In conjunction with the LAR Task Force, developed the Outline for the River Corridor
Management Plan (Att. M).

3 The list includes 2 | organizations because some of the organizationshave multiple representatives.

* The appropriate membership was derived from a round of 45 stakeholder interviews, as documented in the Executive
Summary Convening Report (Att. J).
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. Scientific Merit/Hypo onceptual Mode Adaptive- Managemen ork. The RCMP will
<nclude a slate of agreed upon prlorltlzed restoratlon prOJects and research recommendatlons for LAR

fisheries and aquatic and riparian habitats, with associated implementation and monitoring strategies

centered on specific, testable hypotheses. It will be informed by a review of scientific literature related

to LAR fisheries and aquatic habitat, and by a “baseline report” that will document the LAR’s current
state of health. The RCMP will include a detailed and rigorous regimen for monitoring the biological
and ecological responses of LAR fisheries and related .habitatto the restoration actions embodied in the

RCMP, as well as an adaptive management strategy providing for ongoing refinements to the RCMP.

Relevant conceptual models are described in the body of this proposal. Hypotheses to be tested

include:

e Modifying temperature control shutters at Folsom Dam, which will allow releases of cooler water
in the summer, will result in a greater population of fall-run chinook salmon and steelhead staying
over into the fall.

e Optimizing seasonal releases from Folsom Reservoir, which will raise summer and fall base flows
on the LAR, will benefit over-summering juvenile steelhead, as well as fall-run chinook salmon
and splittail.

e Establishing ‘extensiveinundation of the lower floodplain and connectivity to the river channel at a
greater range of flows, and replacing existing habitats with higher quality and quantity riparian,
wetland, and aquatic habitat, will improve spawning conditions for splittail.

e Increasing the quality and quantity of shaded riverine aquatic habitat in the LAR will improve
rearing habitat for fall-run chinook salmon, steelhead, and splittail.

Existing Data Collection and Monitoring Program. The FISH Group’s existing data collection has

focused on:

s Completion of a Draft Bibliography of Documents Relevant to the Fisheries & Aquatic
Habitat Management & Restoration Plan for the Lower American River (Att. E); and

e Development of the Outline for the Baseline Report (Att. N), which will document the LAR’s

current state of health and serve as a key point of reference for the intensive monitoring proposed
herein.

Conclusion. The LAR Task Force and its work groups have been extraordinarily productive already in
the development of the RCMP. The Task Force’s current momentum indicates that it is time to

prepare for the next phase - project implementation, intensive monitoring, rigorous hypothesis-testing,
and adaptive management.
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ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A:
Attachment B:
Attachment C:
Attachment D:

Attachment E:

Attachment F:

Attachment G:

Attachment H:

Attachment I:

Attachment J:

Attachment K:

Attachment L:

Attachment M:

Attachment N:

Letters of Notification
Land Use Checklist
Environmental Checklist

Contract Forms

Draft Bibliography of Documents Relevant to the Fisheries & Aquatic
Habitat Management & Restoration Plan for the Lower American River

FISH Group Membership Roster

FISH Group Charge

FISH Group Workplan & Schedule

FISH Group Consensus-Building Guidelines

FISH Group Convening Report Executive Summary
FISH Group Desired Outcomes and Goals

FISH Group FISH Plan Outline

Draft River Corridor Management Plan (RCMP) Outline

Outline for the Baseline Report
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660 J STREET, SUITE 260
ACRAMENTO, CA 95814

PHONE 916/264-1999
FAX $16/264-5284

May 9,2000

Thomas W. Hutchings, Planning Director

County of Sacramento

827 7" Street, Room 230 ATTACHMENT A
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: NOTICATION OF WATER FORUM PROPOSAL TG
CALFED FOR NEXT-PHASE FUNDING OF A RIVER
CORRIDOR MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE LOWER
AMERICAN RIVER

Enclosed is a copy of the Proposal the Water Forum is submitting to the
CALFED Bay-Delta Office for an ecosystem .restorationprogram t
improve the health of the Bay-Delta ecosystem.

This proposalis a “next-phase” funding proposal to continue the
development and implementationof a River Corridor ManagementFl&r
(RCMP) for the Lower American River {LAR). The initiai RCMP was
previously awarded a grant from CALFED in last year's round of project
funding.

The project area is entirely within Sacramento County and covers the
American River corridor between the Sacramento River and Nimbus Dam,
bounded on the north and south by levees inthe lower reach and biuffs
and highterraces in the upper reach (Figure 1).

As you know, the, County of Sacramento is a major cost-sharing partner in
the Water Forum along with the City of Sacramento, the cities of Folsom
and Roseville, the Placer and El Dorado Water Agencies, and the San
Juan Water District. The County also participatesin the Lower American
River Task .Force and the Fisheries and In-stream Habitat (FISH) Group,

both of which have been charged with various aspects of the development
of the RCMP for the Lower American River.

It will not be until after October 2000 that we will hear if the Water Forum
is successful in obtaining the next phase funding from CALFED for the
continued development of the RCMP for the LAR. [fitis, we will prepare a
staff report to the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors that netifies
them of the grant award.

If you have any questions about this notification, please contact Susan
Davidson at 264-1997.

Sincerely, )
Jonas Minton
Executive Director

Cc: Temry Schuften, County Executive




ATTACHMENT B

Land Use Checklist

All applicants must fill out this Land Use Checklist for their proposal. Applications must contain -
answersto the following questionsto be responsive and to be considered for finding. Eailure to
answer these questions and include them with the application will result in the gpplication being
considered nonresponsive and not considered for funding.

1. Do the actionsin the proposal involve physical changesto the land(i.e. grading, planting
vegetation, or breaching levees) or restrictionsin land use (i.e. conservation easement or placement
of land in a wildlife refuge)?

_— ——
YES NO

2. IfNOto# 1, explain what type of actions are involved in the proposal (i.e., research only,
planning only).
The action is purchase of equipment and funding of positions for the Department of Fish & Game
to carry out data collection activities. Addition funding is for contracting for facilitatiodmediation

and technical consulting services for both the FISH Group and the FISH Group Technical
Subcommittee. No construction activities would result from this proposal.

3. IfYESto# 1, what isthe proposed land use change or restriction under the proposal?

4.. IfYESto# 1, isthe land currently under a Williamson Act contract?

YES NO
5. If YESto# 1, answerthe following:
Current land use

Current zoning
Current general plan designation

6. If YES to#1, isthe land classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or
Unique Farmland on the Department of Conservation Important Farmland Maps?

YES NO DON=T KNOW

7. If YESto# 1, how many acres of land will be subjectto physical change or land use restrictions
under the proposal?
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8. IFYESto# 1, isthe property currently being commercially farmed or grazed?

YES NO

9. If YES to#8g, what are the number of employees/acre
the total number of employees

10. Will the applicant acquire any interest in land under the proposal (fee title or a conservation
easement)?
R —X—
YES NO

11. What entity/organization will hold the interest? n/a

12. If YES to # 10, answer the following:

Total number of acres to be acquired under proposal
Number of acres to be acquired in fee
Number of acresto be subject to conservation easement

13. For all proposals involving physical changesto the land or restriction in land use, describe what
entity or organization will:

manage the property

provide operations and maintenance services

conduct monitoring CDFG

14. For land acquisitions (fee title or easements), will existing water rights also be acquired?

YES NO

15. Does the applicant propose any modifications to the water right or change in the delivery of the
water?

" m— —_—

YES NO

16.IFTYES to # 15, describe
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[ i i NT C
Environmental Compliance Checklist ATTACHME

All applicants must fill out this Environmental Compliance Checklist. Applications must contain -
answers to the following questions to be responsive and to be considered for funding. Eailure to
answer these questionsand include them with the application will result in the application being
considered nonresuonsive and not considered for funding.

1. Do any of the actions included in the proposal require compliance with either the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), or both?

— X __
YES NO

2. If you answered yes to # 1, identify the lead governmental agency for CEQA/NEPA compliance.

Lead Agency

3. Ifyou answered no to # 1, explain why CEQA/NEPA compliance is not required for the actions in
the proposal.

The action is purchase of equipment and funding of positions for the Department of Fish & Game
to carry out data collection activities. Addition funding is for contracting for
facilitation/mediation and technical consulting services for both the FISH Group and the FISH
Group Technical Subcommittee. No construction activities would result from this proposal.

4. If CEQA/NEPA compliance is required, describe how the project will comply with either or both
of these laws. Describe where the project is in the compliance process and the expected date of
completion.

5. Will the applicant require access across public or private property that the applicant does not @wm
to accomplish the activities in the proposal?
. S S
YES NO

If yes, the applicant must attach written permission for access from the relevant property
owner(s). Failure to include written permission for access may result in disqualificationof
the proposal during the review process. Research and monitoring field projects for which
specific field locations have not been identifiedwill be required to provide access needs and
_permission for access with 30 days of notification of approval.

Activitieswould occur on property owned by the County of Sacramento, which is a member of the
Water Forum, a co-sponsor of this CALFED grant proposal.
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1. Please indicate what permits or other approvals may be required for the activities contained in

your proposal. Check all boxes that apply. -

LOCAL

Conditional use permit

Variance

Subdivision Map Act approval

Grading permit

.General plan amendment

Specific plan approval

Rezone

Williamson Act Contract
cancellation

Other

(please specify)
None required

STATE

CESA Compliance
Streambed alteration permit
CWA " 401 certification
Coastal development permit
Reclamation Board approval
Notification

Other

(please specify)
None required

EEDERAL

ESA Consultation

Rivers & Harbors Act permit
CWA' 404 permit

Other

(please specify)
None required

DPC =Delta Protection Commission
CWA = Clean Water Act

CESA = California Endangered Species Act
USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

ACOE =U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

RERERN

X

— (CDFG)

CDFG)

. WQCB)

—  (Coastal Commission/BCDC)

___ (DPC, BCDC)

__ (USFWS)
__ (ACOE)
—_ (ACOE)

ESA =Endangered Species Act

CDFG = California Department of Fish
and Game

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality
Control Board

BCDC= Bay Conservation and
Development Comm.
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FTATE OF SRUFSAMA

NONDISCRIMINATION COMPLIANCE STATEMENT

T, 19 (P FRiC -

ATTACHEMENT D

g
|
|
il
h

The.company named above (hereinafter referred to as "'prospectivecontractor') hereby certifies, unless
specifically exempted, complianceWIh Government Code Section 12990 (e-f) and CaliforniaCode of
Regulations, Title 2, Division 4, chapter 5 in matters relating to reporting requirements and the
development,implementation and maintenance Of a Nondiscrimination Program. Prospective contractor
agrees not to unlawfully discriminate,harass or allow harassmentagainst any employee orapplicantfor
employment because Of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, disability (including
HIV andAIs), medical condition (cancer), age, marital status, denial of family and nechicall care leave
and denial of pregnancy dissbility leave.

-CERTIFICATION

I, the official named below, .herebyswear that Z am duly authorized to legally ind the prospective
contractor to the above described certification. | am fidly aware that thiS certification, executed on the
date and inthe county below, is made under penalty of perjury underthe laws of the State of California.

THELAL'S HARE

__ Tonts Matos
g /5, 2000 St conce~to

- Wouton | | | -




State of California DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESQURCES The ResourcesAgency
Agreement No.
BExhibit

STANDARD CLAUSES-
CONTRACTS WITH PUBLIC ENTITIES
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State of California DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES The Resources Agency

Agreement No.

Exibit

ADDITIONAL STANDARD CLAUSES

Recycled Materials. Contractor hereby certifies under penalty of perjury that /¢ 2_ (enter value or “0" here) percentof
the materials, goods and supplies offered or products Used in the performance of this Agreement meets or exceedsthe
minimum percentage of recycled material as definedin Sections 12161 and, 12208 of the Public Contract Code.

Severability. [f any provisionof this Agreementis held invaiid or unenforceabieby any court of final jurisdiction, itis
the intent or the Parties that alt other provisions of this Agreement be construedto remain fully valid, enforceable. and
bindingon the parties.

Governing Law. This Agreement is governed by and shall be interpreted in accordance with the laws of the State of
California. -

Y2K Language. The Contractorwarrants and represents that the goods or services sold, leased, or licensedo the State ,
of California, its agencies, or its political subdivisions, pursuant to this Agreement are “Year ,2000 compliant.” For
purposes of this Agreement.a good or service is Year 2000 compliant if it will continue to fully function before, at. and
after the Yaar 2000 without interruption and, ifappilcable, with full ability to accurately and unambiguously process.
display, compare, calculate, manipulate, and otherwise utilize date information. This warranty and representation
supersedes all warranty disclaimers and fimitations.and all limitations on liability provided by or through the &entraciar.

Child Support Compliance Act. For any Agreement in excess of $100,000, the Contractor acknowledges in
accordance therewith, that:

1. The Contractor recognizesthe impertance of child and family support obligations and shall fully comply with &l
applicable state and federal laws relating to child and family support enforcement, including. but not limited %
disclosure of infermation and compliance with earnings assignment orders, as provided in Chapter8 {commencing
With Section 5200) of Part 5 of Division9 of the Family Code: and

2. The Contractor,to the best of its knowledge, B fully complyingwith the eamings assignment orders of all &mployees

and is providingthe names of all new employees to the New Hire Registry maintained by the Cafifomia Employment
Development Department.

DWR 4099A [Rav. 199}
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AA. Rich and Associates. 1887a. Establishing Temperatures Which Optimize Growth and
Survival of the Anadromous Fishery Resources of the Lower American River. April 13,
1987. Preparedfor McDonough, Holland &Allen.

AA. Rich and Associates. 1987b. Report on Studies Conducted by Sacramento County to
Determine the Temperatures Which Optimize Growth and Survival in Juvenile Chinook
Salmon (Oncorhynchusfshawytscha). April 13, 1987. Prepared for McDonough, Holland
& Allen.

Aceituno, M.E. 1993. The relationship between instream flow and physical habitat availability
for chinook salmon in the Stanislaus River, California. United States Fish and Wildlife
Service, Ecological Services.

Aceituno, M.E. and M.A. Hampton. 1988. Validation of habitat availability determinations by
comparing field observations with hydraulic model (IFG-4) output. Pages 322-334 in
Bovee, K.D. and Zuboy, J.R., editors. Proceedings of a Workshop in the Development
and Evaluation of Habitat Criteria, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Biological
Report No. 881 (11).

Adams, B.L., W.S. Zaugg, and L.R. McLain. 1975. Inhibition of salt water survival and Na-K-
ATPase elevation in steelhead trout (Salmo gairdnen) by moderate water temperatures.
Transactions of the American Fisheries Society, 104:766-769.

Adams, B.L., W.S. Zaugg, and L.R. McLain. 1973. Temperature effect on parr-smolt
transformation in steelhead trout (Salmo gairdneri) as measured by gill sodium-
potassium simulated adenosinc triphosphatase. Comprehensive Biochemistry
Physiology, 44A: 1333-1339.

Ad Hoc [ESP Review Team: P. Herrgesell, M. A. Kjelson, J. Arthur, L. Winternitz, and P.
Coulston. 1993. “A Review of the Interagency Ecological Study program and
Recommendations for Its Revision.” Coordinators of the Interagency Ecological Study
Program.

Advisory committee on Salmon and Steelhead Trout. 1971. An Environmental Tragedy!
Report on California Salmon and Steelhead Trout: Authorized by Assembly Concurrent
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FEDERAL & STATE RESOURCE AGENCIES

CA Department of Fish & Game — Region
Terry Roscoe

California Department of Fish & Game
Region 2 Office, 1701 Nimbus Road
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670

PH: 916-358-2876

FX: 916-358-2912

EM: troscoe@dfg.ca.qov

CA Department of Fish & Game — Headauarters
Bill Snider

California Department of Fish & Game
8175-F Alpine Ave.

Sacramento, CA 95826

PH: 916-227-6336

FX: 916-227-6399

EM: bsnider@hgq.dfg.ca.qov

CA Dept. of Water Res. & State Reclamation Bd.

Duane Cornett

California Department of Water Resources
PO Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

PH: 916-323-5218

FX: 916-323-5010

EM: dcornett@water.ca.gov

Tim Kerr

CA Department of Water Resources
& State Reclamation Board

1020 9th Street, Room 217
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-327-1656

FX: 916-323-5010

EM: timk@water.ca.qov

National Marine Fisheries Service

Dennis Smith

U. S. Department of Commerce

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration
650 Capitol Mall, Suite 6070

Sacramento, CA 958144706

PH: 916-498-6492

FX: 916-498-6697

EM: Dennis.E.Smith@noaa.gov
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Alternate

Bonnie Ross

Division of Flood Management
1416 9" Street, Room 1641
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-654-4202

FX: 916-654-9589

EM: bross@water.ca.gov

Reza Shahcheraghi

CA Dept. of Water Resources
& State Reclamation Board
1020 8™ Street, Room 210
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-323-4672

FX: 916-323-5010

EM: rezas@water.ca.gov




State Lands Commission
Kris VVardas

State Lands Commission
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95825

PH: 916-574-1877

FX: 916-574-1885

EM: kvardas@yahoo.com

US Bureau of Reclamation
Roderick Hall

USDOI/Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630-1799

PH: 916-989-7279

FX: 916-989-7208

EM: rhall@mp.usbr.qov

US Fish & Wildlife Service
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U.S. Fish &WildlifeService

2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

PH: 916-414-6738

FX: 916-414-6712

EM: Richard DeHaven@fws.gov

John Thomson
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2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
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FX: 916-414-6713

EM: john thomson@fws.gov
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2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
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FX: 916-414-6713

EM: andrew_hamilton@fws.gov
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4001 N. Wilson Way
Stockton, CA 95205

PH: 209-946-6400

FX; 209-946-6355

EM: craiq_fleming@fws.gov

Alternate

Dan Gorfain

State Lands Commission

100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8208

PH: 916-574-1889

FX: 916-574-1885

EM: gorfaind@slc.ca.gov

Alternate

John Robles

USDOI/Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630-1799

PH: 916-989-7173

FX: 916-989-7208

EM: jroblesSmp ushr aov

Alternates

Michael Fris

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
Sacramento, CA 85825-1846

PH: 916-414-6600

FX: 916-414-6710

EM: Michael Fris@fws.qov

Roger Guinee

U.S. Fish &Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825-1846
PH: 916-414-6537

FX: 916-414-6713

EM: roger quinee@fws.gov
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Stephanie Brady

U.SFish &Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

PH: 916-414-6628

FX: 916-414-6713

EM: stephanie brady@fws.qov

FISHING/ BOATING/ENVIRONMENTAL

American River Guides Association

Rick Soto

American River Fishing Guides Association

3238 Seal Court

Sacramento, CA 95827

PH: 916-361-9255

FX: same

EM: daytime: rsotol1068@palm.net or evening: rsoto11068@aol.com
(cell: 804-8973)

American River Parkway Advisory Committee
Bob Burrows

American River Parkway Advisory committee
2541 Rio De Oro Way

Sacramento, CA 95826

PH: 916-383-9471

FX: 916-387-1763

EM: riverwatch@ips.net

Central California Canoe Club
Kevin Biddick

Central California Canoe Club (C4)
3436 Grant Park Drive
Carmichael, CA 95608

PH: 916-875-5560

FX: 916-875-6970

EM: biddickk@dhhs.co.sacramento.ca.us or kbiddick@calweb.com’
(cell: 916-599-3150)

City of Sacramento, Parks Department

Gayle Totton

City of Sacramento, Landscape Architecture Section
1023 J Street, Suite 200

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-264-5540/ 916-456-8649

FX: 916-264-8266

EM: gtotton@cityofsacramento.org or theunicorn@.earthlink.net
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Countv of Sacramento, Dept. of Regional Parks, Recreation, and Open Space

Mary Maret

Dept. of Regional Parks
American River Parkway Division
4040 Bradshaw Road
Sacramento, CA 95827

PH: 816-875-4318

FX: 916-875-6632

EM: mmaret@sacparks.org

Golden State Trollers
Ma! Dodgin

Golden State Trollers
10433 Ambassador Drive
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
PH: 916-635-6458

FX:

EM: n/a

FLOOD CONTROL AGENCIES

American River Flood Control District
Paul Devereux

American River Flood Control District
165 Commerce Circle, Suite D
Sacramento, CA 95815

PH: 916-9294006

FX: 916-929-4160

EM: pdevereux@veriomail.com

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

Timothy Washburn

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency

1007 7" Street, 5 Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
PH: 916-874-8732
FX: 916-874-8289

EM: washburnt@pwa.co.sacramento.ca.

US Armv Corps of Engineers
Ric Reinhardt

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
1325 Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-557-7237

FX: 816-557-7856

EM: rreinhardt@sDk.usace.armv.mil

Alternate
Dan Salter

275 Appalachian Drive
Pleasant Hill, CA 94523
PH: 925-935-0861

FX:

EM: seaberes@.dellnet.com

Alternate

Ted Smith

American River Flood Control District
165 Commerce Circle, Suite D
Sacramento, CA 95815

PH: 916-929-4006

FX: 916-829-4160

EM: arfcd@ns.net

Co-Primary

Matt Davis

U.S. AmyCorps of Engineers
1325] Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-557-6708

FX: 916-557-7856

EM: mdavisls, .spk.usace.amv.mil

qF
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OTHER LOCAL AGENCIES

City of Sacramento. Department of Utilities
Bert McCollam

City of Sacramento

5730 24™ Street, Bldg. 20
Sacramento, CA 95822

PH: 916-433-6645

FX: 916-433-6293

EM: bmccollam@cityofsacrarnento.org

County of Sacramento, Dept. of Planning
Peter Morse

County of Sacramento

827 - Tth Street, Room 230

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-874-5376

FX: 816-874-6400

EM: morsep@plan.co sacramento.ca.us
PARTNERSHIPS

CALFED

Terry Mills

CALFED Bay-Delta Program

1416 - 9th Street, 8" Floor, Suite 630
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-651-6478

FX: 916-651-6486

EM: tmills@water.ca.qov

WATER FORUM

Alternate

Mel Johnson

City of Sacramento
1395 — 25 Avenue
Sacramento; CA 95822
PH: 916-264-1469

FX: 916-264-1497

EM: mjchnson@cityofsacramento.org

Alternate

Richard Radmacher

County of Sacramento

827 7™ Street, Room 230

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-874-5369

FX: 916-874-6400

EM: radmacherr@plan.co.sacramento.ca.us

Citv-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning

Jonas Minton

660 J Street, Suite 260
Sacramento, CA 95814
PH: 916-264-1998

FX: 916-264-5286

EM: iminton@sacto.org

Sacramento Countv Water Agency

Bob Caikoski

Dept. of Envir. Review & Assessment
827 7 Street, 220

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-874-8043

FX: 916-874-8343

EM: caikoskr@aw.co.sacramento.ca.us
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Save.the American RiverAssociation
Felix Smith

Save the American River Association
4720 Talus Way

Carmichael, CA 95608

PH: 916-966-2081

FX: 916-966-2081 (callfirst)

EM: febesmith1@jiuno com

OBSERVERS/QTHER TECHNICAL EXPERTS

Observer

Mary Tappel

1725 Los Robles Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95838
PH: 916-657-0637

FX: 916-925-1933

EM: miapoel@.ips.net

Observer

Debbie Carlisle. Section Chief

California Department of Water Resources
& State Reclamation Board

Integrated Flood Management Division

1020 9th Street, Room 210

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-323-4672

FX: 916-323-5010

EM:

Observer

Ricardo Pineda

DWR/The Reclamation Board
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1623
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-653-5440

FX: 916-653-9745

Observer

Willilam (Bill) Guthrie

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
7794 Folsom Dam Road
Folsom, CA 95630

PH: 916-989-7173 ext. 545
FX; 916-989-7208

EM: wenthrigl@mp usbr gov
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Observer

David Robinson

U.8. Bureau of Reclamation
2800 Cottage Way, (MP-150)
Sacramento, CA 95825

PH: 916-878-5050

FX: 916-978-5055

EM: drobinson@mp.usbr.gov

Technical Liaisonto Floodway Management and Bank Protection Work Groups
Steve Chainey &Warren Shaul

Jones & Stokes

2600V Street

Sacramento, CA 95818

PH: 916-737-3000

FX: 916-737-3030

EM: stevenc@,isanet.com

EM: warrens@.isanet.com

FISH GROUP SUPPORT

FACILITATION TEAM

Facilitation/Mediation Support

Marci DuPraw, Senior Mediator

California Center for Public Dispute Resolution
1303 J Street, Suite 250

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-341-3331

FX: 916-445-2087

EM: mduDraw@uop.edu

Proiect Management Support
Susan Davidson, Senior Admin. Officer

City-County Office of MetropolitanWater Planning
660 J Street, Suite 260

Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-264-1997

FX: 916-264-5286

EM: sdavidson@®citvofsacramento.org

Technical Support

Paul Bratovich & Robert Shibatani
Surface Water Resources, Inc.
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 600
Sacramento, CA 95814

PH: 916-325-4050

FX: 916-446-0143

EM: bratovich@,swri.net

EM: shibatani@swri.net
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ATTACHMENT G

(Approved by the FISH Group 3/23/00)

The charge for the LAR Fisheries/In-Stream Habitat Group (“FISH Group,” or “FG”) is
two-fold — (1) to involve all primary stakeholders in a collective effort, led by an independent
third party and supported by a widely-respected technical consultant, to develop an initial
fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration plan for the Lower American River;
and (2) to provide strategic advice to proponents of LAR fisheries and aquatic habitat
management and restoration projects who seek “early start” status for their projects. Further
details on each of these assignments are provided below.

ic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan (“FISH Plan” hereafter).
In developing the FISH Plan, the FISH Group will ‘workwith a technical consultant and a
facilitator to:

1. ldentify and prioritize opportunities for improving the health of the Lower American River,
including both new initiatives and modifications to existing management practices;

2. ldentify key data gaps limiting our ability to improve the health of the Lower American
River, as well as research efforts needed to fill those gaps, and propose a research program to
address these gaps; and

3. Develop a system for monitoring the health of the Lower American River on an ongoing
basis, interpreting the resulting data to assess the effectiveness of FISH Plan interpretation,
and adjusting management and restoration actions accordingly, in keeping with the principles
of adaptive management.

The FISH Plan is referred to as “initial” in recognition that it will continue to be refined over the
years, as additional data about the health of the LAR becomes available. The FISH Plan is
intended to serve asthe “aquatic habitat management element” of the Lower American River
Task Force’s River Corridor Management Plan (RCMP). Therefore, the FISH Group will
coordinate with the Task Force and those working on other elements of the RCMP to ensure
consistency. The FISH Plan is also intended to serve as the Habitat Management Plan for the
Lower American River as required by the Water Forum Agreement, consistent With the
mitigation described and certified in the Water Forum Agreement Environmental Impact Report
and associated Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan (MMRP).

In addition to the plan itself, the FISH Group will oversee the development of three additional,
related work products — a baseline report, a bibliography covering literature about the health of
LAR fisheries and aquatic habitat, and a “State-of-the-River” report. For further details, see
Attachment A.

Early Start Projects. Much restoration work is already underway in the LAR. The FISH Group
will build upon these efforts, and may be able to serve as a forum through which participating
organizations can pursue objectives from other ongoing or planned state and federal initiatives
that are consistent with the FISH Group’s charge. Such initiatives may include:

e The American River component of CALFED’s Ecological Restoration Program Plan
(ERFE);




e The CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Games’ Steelhead Restoration Plan for the American
River;

e  The federal Anadromous Fish Restoration Program (AHFHP)f the Central Valley Project
Improvement Act (CVPIA);

o = SAFCA’s Floodway ManagementPlan (FMP) for the LAR; and
e Sacramento County’s American River Parkway Plan (ARPP).

However, each agency/organization represented on the FISH Group will retain autonomy
over its own budget.

Another way in which the FISH Group may be able to support existing momentum to protect,
enhance, and restore the Lower American River is through helping to launch projects that are
suitable for early initiation. Based on stakeholder interviews, there appears to be widespread
interest in the FISH Group using its auspicesto support the initiation of compatible “early start
projects” (or “ESPs”) even while the FISH Group’s focal planning process is underway. In this
regard, the FISH Group Will provide strategic input to project proponents (e.g., regarding the
usefulness and design of their proposed projects). For those ESPs that enjoy overwhelming
support, the FISH Groupwill consider providing a written endorsementto assistthe project
proponent in getting the project underway expeditiously.




Attachment A

LAR FISH GROUP
- Anticipated Work Products -

A Baseline Report. This report will include: (a) a concise description of the Lower
: American River and the primary physical processes that shape it’s current form; and (b) a
summary of available data/information about the current health of the aquatic resources
and habitat of the Lower American River. It will serve as a “baseline” against which to
measure the effectiveness of any potential restoration efforts. The focus of this report
will be akinto a doctor’s assessment of the health of a patient at a particular point in
time. This documentwill be developed early inthe planning process.

B. Bibliographv for the LAR. This documentwill provide a comprehensive list of relevant
published and unpublished documents on the fisheries and aquatic habitat of the Lower
American River. This information will be important in helping identify suitable potential
restoration projects as part of the FISH Plan (discussed below).

C. An Initial Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Manaeement and Restoration Plan for the
Lower American River (or “FISHPlan”). The FISH Plan is expected to:

1. Include an introductory section concisely describing the Lower American River and
the primary physical processes that shape its current form;

2. ldentify appropriate restoration and management actions (e.g., projects and mitigation
strategies);

3. Articulate aplan for implementing these management, restoration, and research
projects and mitigation strategies. The implementation plan should identify:

a. Project priorities;

b. The timeline in which the projects will be conducted,;

c. Who will have the lead for each project;

d. A descriptionof any technical assistance needed to develop, update, administer
and implement the plan and monitor results, including type, amount, and cost of
technical assistance (e.g., access to certaintypes of technical expertise, training,
ete.); and

e. Cost-sharing and administrative arrangementsneeded to implement the plan in the
field.

4. Outline an ecological and biological monitoring plan for evaluating the effectiveness of
any proposed restoration actions/mitigation strategies (including the techniques,
indicators, and performance standardsto be used);

5. Identify data gaps and recommend a focused research program to improve understanding
of the LAR ecosystem;



. Recommend management practices that would enhance the effectivenessof LAR
fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration efforts; and

. Qutlire a process for updating the FISH Plan based on adaptive management principles
(e.g., adjustments to targets, funding priorities, and restoration techniques based on
evaluation of preceding and ongoing efforts).

. State-of-the-River Report This document will represent a version of the “Baseline
Report” that has been edited and formatted to be user-friendly for the lay reader. While
the Baseline Report is meant to characterize the existing condition of the LAR for use
within the planning’process, the primary purpose of the State-of-the-River Report is
community education.

. Strategic Advice on Earlv Start Projects. This advice may take the form of verbal

input during FISH Group meetings, off-line discussions between FG members and
project proponents, and project-specific written endorsements on behalf of the FG as a
whole.




ATTACHMENT H

LAR FISH GROUP WORK PLAN/SCHEDULE
(Approved by FISH Group 3/23/00)

I. INTRODUCTION: The Lower American River Task Force, in cooperation with the
Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning and the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency, has established the Fisheries/In-Stream Habitat {L.AR. FISH) Group as a venue
in which to develop an initial fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration plan for
the Lower American River (LAR). Thisplan is expectedto be refined regularly over the ensuing
years as additional data becomes available. The FISH Group will have facilitation support from
the California Center for Public Dispute Resolution (CCPDR) and technical support from
Surface Water Resources, Inc. (SWRI):

The Task Force anticipatesthat, once the FISH Group developstheir initial fisheries and aquatic
habitat management and restoration plan (“FISH Plan” hereafter), it \Akbe endorsed by all FISH
Group members on behalf of their organizations. The FISH Plan will then be submitted to the
LAR Task Force for endorsementand incorporation into the River Comdor Management Plan
(RCMP). Therefore, the FISH Group will coordinate with the Task Force and those working on
other elements of the RCMP to ensure consistency.

This FISH Plan will also serve as the Habitat Management Plan for the Lower American River as
required by the Water Forum Agreement, consistent with the mitigation described and certified
inthe Water Forum Agreement Environmental Impact Report and associated Mitigation,
Monitoring, and Reporting Plan (MMRP). In addition, the Task Force anticipatesthat the FISH
Plan will be submitted to additional relevant entities for their use in reviewing, modifying if
necessary, and approving the components of the FISH Plan for which they are responsible. The
actions and individual projects contemplated by the FISH Plan will be subject to further review
and final approval by the responsible entities.

In addition to the FISH Plan itself, the LAR FISH Work Group will oversee the development of
three additional, related work products - (1) a Baseline Report; (2) a Bibliography for the LAR;
(3) and a State-of-the River Report. SWRIwill have primary responsibility for drafting these
four documents for the Work Group’s consideration.

The FISH Group will also be asked to provide strategic advice on potential LAR fisheries and
aquatic habitat management and restoration projects that may be suitable for early initiation
(“Early Start Projects” or “ESPs” hereafter). Each of these five desired work products is
described below.

A Baseline Report. This report will summarize available data/information about the current
health of the aquatic resources and habitat of the Lower American River. It will serve as
a “baseline” against which to measure the effectiveness of any potential restoration
efforts. The focus of this report will be akin to a doctor’s assessment of the health of a
patient at a particular’point in time. This document will be developed early in the
planning process.




E. Bibliography for the LAR. This document will provide a comprehensive list of relevant
published and unpublished documents on the fisheries and aquatic habitat of the Lower
American River. This information will be important in helping identify suitable potential
restoration projects as part of the FISH Plan (discussed below).

C. EISHPlan. The FISH Plan is expected to:

1. Include an introductory section concisely describing the Lower American River and
the primary physical processes that shape its current form;

2. ldentify appropriaterestoration and management actions (e.g., projects and mitigation
strategies);

3. Atrticulate aplan for implementing these management, restoration, and research
projects and mitigation strategies. The implementation plan should identify:

Project priorities;

The timeline in which the projects will be conducted;

Who will have the lead for each project;

A description of any technical assistance needed to develop, update,
administer and implement the plan and monitor results, including type,
amount, and cost of technical assistance(e.g., access to certain types of
technical expertise, training, etc.); and

e. Cost-sharing and administrative arrangementsneeded to implement the plan
in the field.

Qoo

4. Outline an ecological and biological monitoring plan for evaluating the effectiveness
of any proposed restoration actions/mitigation strategies (including the techniques,
indicators, and performance standards to be used) and interpreting the resulting data
to assess the effectiveness of FISH Plan implementation;

5. Identify data gaps and recommend a focused research program to improve
understanding of the LAR ecosystem;

6. Recommend management practices that would enhance the effectivenessof LAR
fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration efforts; and

7. Outline a process for updating the FISH Plan based on adaptive management
principles (e.g., adjustmentsto targets, funding priorities, and restoration techniques
based on evaluation of preceding and ongoing efforts).

D. State-of-the-River Revort. This document will represent a version of the “Baseline
- Report” that has been edited and formatted to be user-friendly for the lay reader. While
the Baseline Report is meant to characterize the existing condition of the LAR for use
within the planning process, the primary purpose of the State-of-the-River Report is
community education.




E. Strategic Advice on Earlv Start Proiects. This advice may take the form of verbal input

during FISH Group meetings, off-line discussions between FG members and project
proponents, and project-specific written endorsements on behalf of the FG as awhole.

The work plan for producing these five work products over approximately one year follows. The
work plan has been organized around the monthly FISH Group meetings, and reflects an
integration of the facilitationand technical support being made availableto the FISH Group as a
result of funding from Water Forum participants and CALFED. The Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency (SAFCA), which convenes the LAR Tagk Force, is providing funding for
facilitation of the LAR Task Force as awhole, and for other forms of technical support related to
the development of the RCMP.

11. WORK PLAN FOR THE LAR FISH GROUP:

MEETING #| March 1. 2000}

Focal Topies:

Draft charge and vision statement (working from an initial charge document, which
will also identify anticipated deliverables, and a strawman vision statement;
stimulated by a slideshow).

Initial identification of interests and constraints (FG member comments).

Draft work pldschedule and consensus-buildingguidelines. (Ask participantsto
review these within a week (by 3/8), as facilitationteam will be calling to elicit any
related issues that will need discussion at Meeting #2.)

Meeting Preaaration:

Procedural Meeting.Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Letter of invitation, draft
agenda Wit cover memo, FG membership list, initial charge statement, draft vision
statement, draft work plan, draft schedule, and draft consensus-building guidelines.
Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead): None currently anticipated for
discussion atthis meeting.

Other Meeting Materials Needed: LAR slideshow, to be prepared and conducted by
Randy Smith.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations (e.g.
related to framing of project).

Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): Begin development of draftoutlines
for Baseline Report, FISH Plan, and Bibliography.

! For each meeting we will need meeting facility, two flip chart stands/pads, felt markers, masking tape, overhead
projector and screen, refreshments, name tags, and tent cards for all meeting participants (to be arranged by the
Water Forum in consultationwith SAFCA and facilitator).




Follow-Up Steps:

Meeting Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG

members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email

final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead):

- Call FG membersto elicit any concerns about draft vision, charge, work
plan/schedule and draft consensus-building guidelines.

- Revise draftvision statement, charge, draft work plan/schedule and draft
consensus-building guidelines to incorporate FG comments.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Document relevant FG comments for incorporation

into technical documents on an ongoing basis.

LAR Task Farce: 5-minute update to LAR TF at its 3/14/00 meeting.

Outreach Efforts (Water Forum Lead).

- Briefings as needed.

MEETING #2 (March 23.2000):

Focal Topics:

Reach closure on draft vision, charge, work pldschedule (includinguse of a
technical subcommittee) and draft consensus-building guidelines.

Initiate discussion of goals (working from strawman draft reflecting synthesis of
convening input & SWRI expertise).

Decide on informational presentations to be provided to FG (working from a
strawman informational program based on suggestionsin convening interviews)

Meeting Preparation:

Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDR lead):

Revised drafts of charge consensus- bmldmggmdellnes vision statement, and
draft work pldschedule

- Initial drafts of agenda with cover memo, and list of informational presentations
(developed in consultation With SWRI and project manager)

- Information about the LAR TasK Force, its other work groups, and the River
Corridor Management Plan (RCMP)

Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead):

- Draft list of preliminary goals
= Draft bibliography

Other Meetinp Materials Needed: None.Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR

Leed): Consultationsrelated to p033|ble Early StartProjects (ESPs).
Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): Continue development of draft

outlines for Baseline Report, FISH Plan, and Bibliography.




Follow-Up Steps:

Meeting Summarv Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.
Procedural Support (CCPDR | ead):
- Revise/disseminate approved work plan/schedule and consensus-building
guidelines, incorporating FG comments.
- Revise draft goals and informational programto incorporate FG comments.
- Arrange for informational programs.
- Stakeholder consultations as needed.
Develop draft membership slate for technical subcommittee.
echnlcal Support /SWRILead). Assist in developing draft technical subcommittee
slate.
LAR TaskForce: 5-minute update to LAR TF at its 4/1 1/00 meeting.
Outreach: None anticipated.

MEETING #3 (April 27, 2000):

Focal Tonics:

Closure on preliminary goals

Decide on initial composition of technical subcommittee.

Draft outline of FISH Plan

Draft outline of Baseline Report Wlfootnote re: connection to State-of-the-River
Report)

Draft outline of Bibliography

Circulate summary descriptions of proposed ESPs. (Ask FG membersto discuss with
their constituents to ascertaindegree of support and/or controversy.)

Meeting Prenaration:

Procedural Meetinp Materials Needed (CCPDR | ead):

- Revised draft goals

= Initial draft of agendawith cover memo

Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead): Initial drafts of outlines for FISH
Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography

Other Meeting Materials Needed: Summary descriptions of proposed ESPs, to be
provided by project proponents (e.g., one page describing project and one page
describing what’s been done to bring it to fruition to date).

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR L ead): Stakeholder consultations related
to possible ESPs.

.Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.




Follow-UDSteps:

o Meeting Summarv (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

e Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead):

- Revise/disseminate approved goals, incorporating FG comments.
- Stakeholder consultations as needed.

o Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Revise three draft outlinesto incorporate FG
comments.

e LAR TaskForce: Share approved preliminary goals at 5/9 meeting. Comments
welcome on-site or through a FG member.

e Outreach Efforts(Water Forum Lead). Briefings as needed.

MEETING #4 {May 18.2000):

Focal Topies:

Informational presentations (e.g., species’ needs; relevant LAR operations)
Closure on revised outlines of FISH Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography
Circulate summary descriptions of any proposed ESPs.

Consider endorsement of any queued-up ESPs

Group self-assessmentto ascertain we are on track/adjust if necessary.

Meeting Preuaration:

o Procedural Meetinp Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agenda with
cover memo

« Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead):
- Revised drafts of outlines for FISH Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography
- May need to develop some informational presentations

o Other Meetinp Materials Needed: Informational presentations (leads on preparation
to be determined)
Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.

[ ]
o Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

s Meeting Summary .(WaterForum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
finalto FG members.

o Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

o Technical Support (SWRI Lead): Revise/disseminate approved outlines for FISH

Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography, incorporating FG comments.

* It is possible that ESPS may be proposed at any point in the life of the FISH Group.




o LAB Task Force: Share outlines of FISH Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography at

6/13 meeting.

e Qutreach Efforts(#arer Forum Lead).

- Progressreport to interested parties regarding availability of approved preliminary
goals and outlines for FISH Plan, Baseline Report, and Bibliography. Progress
report may take the form of amemo and/or article for inclusion in others’
newsletters or on their websites. Provide point of contact for further information
or comments.

= Briefings as needed.

MEETING #5 (June 14, 2000):

Focal Touics:

e Consider draft Baseline Report/limiting factors presentation. Discussion of what
“needs fixing.” Consider implications for preliminary goals and possibility of
selecting a few on which to focus.

e Consider draft outline of monitoring and adaptive management plans.

Meeting Preparation:
e Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDRLead): Initial draft of agenda with

cover memo
e TechnicalMeetinp Materials Needed (S#RJ Lead):

- Initial draft of Baseline Report With accompanying presentation, which will
include overview of report’s contents and implicationsregarding LAR limiting
factors for LAR aquatic resources;

- Initial draft outline of monitoring and adaptive management plans.

e Other Meetinp Materials Needed: To be determined.
Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.

e Other Technical Support Needed (SWRILead): To be determined.

Follow-UDStem:

e Meetinn Summary Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. I1f FG
members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Revise outline of monitoring and adaptive
management plans and draft Baseline Report, incorporating FG comments.

LAR Task Force: To be determined.

QOutreach Efforts (Water Forum Lead). Briefings as needed.




MEETING#6 (July 13,2000):

Focal Tonpies:

Initial discussion of preliminary objectives.
Closure on monitoring and adaptive management plan outlines.

Meeting PreDaration:

Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDRLead): Initial draft of agenda with
cover memo

Technical Meeting Marerials Needed (SWRI Lead): Initial draft of preliminary,
objectives (to be developedin consultation with facilitator and project manager)
Other Meetinp Materials Needed: To be determined.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.

Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

Meetinp Summary [Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG

members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email

final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead).

- Revise/disseminate approved monitoring and adaptive management plans,
incorporating FG comments.

- Revise draft preliminary objectives to incorporate FG comments.

LAR Task Force: Share approved monitoring adaptive management plan outlines at

8/8/00 TF meeting. Comments welcome on-site or through a FG member.

Qutreach Efforts /Water Forum Lead). To be determined.

MEETING #7 fAugust 17,2000):

Focal Topics:

Closure on preliminary objectives.

Closure on revised draft Baseline Report.

Initial discussion of project selection criteriaand approach (variablesto include in
project descriptions and level of analysis expected)

Meetine Preparation:

Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDRLead): Initial draft of agenda with
cover memo, project selection criteria and approach (to be developed in consultation
with SWRI and project manager).

Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRILead): Revised drafts of objectives and
Baseline Report

Other Meeting Materials Needed: To be determined.




e OtherProcedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.
e Other Technical Support Needed 4SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

e Meeting Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWEI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. IfFG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
finalto FG members.

e Procedural Support (CCPDRLead):

- Revise draft project selectioncriteria and approach, incorporating FG comments.
- Stakeholder consultations as needed.

e Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Revise/disseminate approved draft objectives and
Baseline Report, incorporating FG comments.

o LAR Task Force: Share approved Baseline Report and preliminary objectives at 9/12
TF meeting.

= Outreach Efforts(Water Forum Lead).

- progressreport to interested parties, notifying them of availability of approved
Baseline Report and preliminary objectives. Progress repok may take the form of
a mema and/or article for inclusion in others’ newsletters or on their websites.
Provide point of contact for further information or comments.

- Briefings as needed.

MEETING #8 (September 21, 2000):

Focal Tonics:

o Closure on project selection criteriaand approach.

e Consider/modify/approve draft outline of SOR Report.

e Consider strawman project list.

e Group self-assessmentto ascertain we are on track/adjust if necessary.

Meetine Preparation:
e Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead):

- Revised draftsofproject selectioncriteria, and project selectionapproach
- Initial draft of agenda with cover memo
e Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead):
- Initial araft list of projects for consideration and outline of SOR Repok
- Revised deft preliminary objectives
Other Meeting Materials Needed: To be determined.
e Other Procedural Supnors Needed (CCPDRLead): To be determined.
e Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.




Follow-Up Steps:

Meeting Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG

members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email

final to FG members.

Procedural Support [CCPDR Lead):

- Revise/disseminate approved project selection criteriaand approach,
incorporating FG comments.

- Stakeholder consultations as needed.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead).

- Revise/disseminate approved SOR Report outline, incorporating FG comments.

- Revise draft list of candidate projects to incorporate FG comments.

LAR Task Force: Share approved project selection criteria and approach, and draft list

of projects for consideration at 10/10 TF meeting.

QutreachEfforts(Water Forum Lead).

- Progress report to interested parties, notifying them of availability of approved
project selection criteria and approach, and opportunity to review and comment
on revised draft list of projects for consideration (the version that has incorporated
FG's initial revisions). Progress report may take the form of a memo and/or
article for inclusion in others' newsletters or on their websites. Provide point of
contact for further information or comments.

- Pressrelease re: availability of draftlist of projects to be considered and project
selection criteria, with contact information for anyone with additional projects to
suggest for consideration.

- Briefings as needed.

MEETING #9 (Qctober 19.2000):

Focal Topies:

Discuss draft Bibliography, and associated draft sections of FISH Plan discussing
implications for needed types of managementhestorationprojects, data gaps/research
needs, and recommended modifications to management practices.

Refine preliminary goals and objectives accordingly.

Add to project list/project idea development.

Meeting Preparation:

Procedural Mesting Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agenda with

cover memo

Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead):

- Revised list of candidate projects

- Initial draft of Bibliography, and associated draft sections of FISH Plan discussing
implications for needed types of managementhestorationprojects, data
gaps/research needs, and recommended modifications to management practices.

Other Meetinp Materials Needed: To be determined.
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Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.
Other Technical Support Needed /(SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

Meetinp Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Legd): Stakeholder consultations & needed.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead).

- Reuvise list of candidate projects, Bibliography, and associated draft sections of
FISH Plan discussing implications for needed types of managementhestoration
projects, data gaps/research needs, and recommended modifications to
management practices, to incorporate FG comments.

- Conduct initial analysis of candidate projects per methods agreed upon by FG.

LAR Task Force: Share revised project list at 11/14/00 TF meeting.

Outreach Efforts(Water Forum Lead). Briefings as needed.

MEETING #10 (November 16.2000);

Focal Topics:

Consider draft SOR report.

Review project analysis.

Initial project selection.

Identify technical assistance/information needed to advance project selection.

Meeting Preparation:

Procedural Meetinp MaterialsNeeded (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agenda with
cover memo

Technical Meetinp Materials Needed (S#RI Lead):

- Revised list of candidate projects

- Initial draft of SOR Report and project analysis

Other Meeting Materials Needed: To be determined.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.

Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

Meetinn Summarv Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity ‘for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. IfFG
members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.
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o Technical Support (SWRI Lead).
- Revise draft SOR report, draftproject lisf and possibly project analysis to
incorporate FG comments.
- Obtain additional information/complete project analysis.
e LAR Task Force: 5 minute update at 12/12 TF meeting.
o OutreachEfforts(Water Forum Lead). To be determined.

- MEETING #11 (December 19,2000):

Focal Topics:

e Review/approve revised Bibliography, and associated draft sections of FISH Plan
discussing implications for needed types of management/restoration projects, data
gaps/research needs, and recommended modificationsto management practices.
Review additional data.

e Refine project selection.

Meetine Preparation:
o Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agenda with
cover memo
o Technical Meeting Materials Needed (SWRI Lead):
- Compilation of project- related data requested by FG
- Revised list of candidate projects and project analysis
- Revised Bibliography, and associated draft sections of FISH Plan discussing
implications for needed types of managementhestoration projects, data
gaps/research needs, and recommended modifications to management practices.
o Other Meeting Materials Needed: To be determined.
e OtherProcedural Support Needed (CCPDRLead): To be determined.
e Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-UT1 Steps:

o Meeting Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG

members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and-email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultationsas needed.

o Technical Support (SWRI Lead).

- Revise draftproject list to incorporate FG comments.
- Obtain additional information/complete project analysis.
- Revise/disseminate approved Bibliography, incorporating FG comments.

e LAR Task Force: Share approved Bibliography and associated draft sections of FISH
Plan discussing implications for needed types of managementhestoration projects,
data gaps/research needs, and recommended modifications to management practices
with LAR Task Force at 1/9/01 Task Force meeting.

e OutreachEfforts(Water Forum Lead). To be determined.
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MEETING #12 (January 18,2001):

Focal Topics:

Closure on project selection.

Review draft monitoring and adaptive managementplans.

Discuss components of implementationplan (e.g., project prioritizationand
sequencing)

Consider/approve revised SOR Report and provide packaging input.

Group self-assessment to ascertain we are on track/adjust if necessary.

Meeting PreDaration:

Procedural jfeeting Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agenda with

cover memo

Technical Meetinp Materials Needed (S#WRJ Lead):

- Revised drafts of SOR Report, project candidate list, and project analyses

- Initial drafts of monitoring and adaptive management plans and list of
packaging/formatting questions for FG regarding SOR Report.

Other Meetinp Materials Needed: To be determined.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDRLead): To be determined.

Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

Meetinn Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. IfFG
members request correctionsduringthe subsequent week, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

_Technlcal Support (SWRI Lead).

Revise/disseminate approved list of candidate projects, incorporating FG
comments. (SOR Report then goes into production to be available to public in
bound form in April, 2000.)

- Develop initial draft of implementationplan, reflecting WG discussion at this
meeting.

- Revise draft monitoring and adaptive management plans and draft SOR report to
incorporate FG comments.

- Synthesize previously agreed-uponpieces of FISH Plan into single
document/disseminate to FG for review.

LAR Task Force: Share approved project slate and SOR Report at 2/13 TF meeting.

OutreachEfforts(Water Forum Lead).

- Press release re: availability 0f SOR Report and forthcoming FISH Plan.
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- Progress report to interested parties, notifying them of availability of approved
project slate, Bibliography, and associated draft sections of FISH Flan discussing
implicationsfor needed types of management/restoration projects, data
gaps/research needs, and recommended modificationsto management practices.
Progress report may take the form of amemo and/or article for inclusion in
others' newsletters or on their websites. Provide point of contact for further
information or comments.

- Briefings as needed.

MEETING #13 (February 15, 2001):

Focal Touics:

Discuss draft FISH Plan, including revised monitoring and adaptive management
plans and draft implementationplan.

Meetinp Preparation:

Procedural Meetinp Materials Needed (CCPDRLead): Initial draftof agenda with
cover memo

Technical Meering Materials Needed (SWRI Lead) :

- Revised drafts of monitoring and adaptive management plans

- Initial draftof FISH Plan, including sectionfocusing on implementation

Other Meeting Materials Needed: To be determined.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDRLead): To be determined.

~ Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

Meeting Summary (Water Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
final to FG members.

Procedural Support (CCPDRLead): Stakeholder consultations on issues related to

draft FISH Plan.

Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Revise draft FISH Plan to incorporate FG

comments.

Extra Review (Water Forum Lead). Disseminate revised FISH Planto FG members

to approve revisions before draft FISH Plan is disseminated more widely for review

and comment.

LAR Task Force: Sharerevised FISH Plan/elicit feedback at 3/13 TF meeting.

QutreachEfforts(Water Forum Lead).

- Pressrelease and progress report to interested parties notifying them of the
availability of draft FISH Plan for review and comment. Provide point of contact
for further information or comments.

- Provide extra copies of revised FISH Plan to FG members for purposes of firel
constituent review.

- Briefings as needed.
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MEETING #14{March 15, 2001):

Focal Topics:
e Refine revised FISH Plan to reflect constituentand LAR TF feedback.

Meetlng Preparation:
Procedural Meeting Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead): Initial draft of agendawith

cover memo and summary of reviewers' issues related to the FISH Plan which
require FG discussion.

Technical Meetinp Materials Needed (SWR! Lead): Revised draft FISH Plan
Other Meetinp Materials Needed: To be determined.

Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.
Other Technical Support Needed (SWRT Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:
e Meetinp Summary (Warer Forum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI

may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequent week, revise as needed and email
finalto FG members.

o Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

e Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Fine-tune draft FISH Plan to incorporate FG
comments.

o ExtraReview (Water Forum Lead). Disseminate revised FISH Planto FG members
to approve revisions before draft FISH Plan is disseminated more widely.

e LAR TaskForce: Sharerevised draft FISH Plan/elicit feedback at 4/10 meeting:
_Outreach EffortsMater Forum Lead).
- Disseminate revised draft FISH Plan to interested parties for two week review and

comment period.

- Briefings as needed.

MEETING #13 (April 19, 200]):

Focal Topics:

e Discuss LAR Task Force and public feedback, and potential revisions needed.
Plan FG endorsementceremony/celebration.

Group self-assessment — identification of lessons learned.

Submit FISH Plan to LAR TF for endorsement.

Meeting Preparation:
e Procedural Meetinp Materials Needed (CCPDR Lead):

- Initial draft of agenda with cover memo
- Summary of LAR Task Force and public feedback, and issues needing further FG
discussion

15




Technical Meeting Materials Needed ¢(SWRI L ead): Revised draft FISH Plan
o Other Mee#ing Materials Needed: List of questions for FG regarding desired

arrangements for celebration (Water Forum Lead).
e Other Procedural Support Needed (CCPDR Lead): To be determined.
s Other Technical Support Needed (SWRI Lead): To be determined.

Follow-Up Steps:

o Meeting Summary WaterForum Lead). Editing opportunity for facilitator; SWRI
may be asked to review and comment as needed). E-mail to FG members. If FG
members request corrections during the subsequentweek, revise as needed and email
fmal to FG members.

e Procedural Support (CCPDR Lead): Stakeholder consultations as needed.

o Technical Support (SWRI Lead). Revise/disseminate FISH Plan, incorporating
agreed-upon changes for el approval by FG

e LAR Task Force: Request TF endorsement at 5/8 TF meeting.

e Outreach EffortsWater Forum Lead).

- Press release re:completion of FISH Plan, howto get copies, and next steps.
- Briefings as needed.

1. CONCLUSION: This draft work plan represents an initial strategy for collaboratively
producing the FISH Group’s five work products. Due to the fluid nature of a consensus-building
process, this work plan may well be modified in numerous ways as the process unfolds in
response to the FISH Group’s needs as well as funding and time constraints, Any significant
changes will be made Nconsultation with FISH Group members.
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ATTACHMENT I

DEVELOPMENT OF A FISHERIES AND AQUATIC HABITAT
MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATIONPLAN
FOR THE LOWER AMERICAN RNER

-- Consensus-Building:Guidelines —
(Approved by FISH Group 3/23/00)

For any consensus-building process to go smoothly, it is helpful for those involvedto
agree at the outset on the purpose of the process and on the procedures by which the group will
govern its deliberationsand decision making.

PURPOSE AND ANTICIPATED WORK PRODUCTS OF THE CONSENSUS-
BUILDING PROCESS

The purpose of this consensus-buildingprocess is two-fold — (1) to involve all primary
stakeholdersin a collective effort, led by an independent third party and supported by a widely-
respected technical consultant, to develop an initial fisheries and aquatic habitat management and
restoration plan for the Lower American River; and (2) to provide strategic advice to proponents
of LAR fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration projects who seek “early start”
status for their projects. Work products include a baseline report summarizing current data on
the health of the river, abibliography on the fisheries and aquatic habitat of the LAR, the initial
plan, and the first annual State-of-the-RiverReport. Further details on each of these assignments
are provided in the “Charge” document.

STRUCTURE OF THE CONSENSUS-BUILDING PROCESS

FISH Group. This consensus-building process will primarily take place withinthe FISH
Group, in consultationwith the constituencies represented by FISH Group members. The FISH
Group will have facilitation support from the California Center for Public Dispute Resolution,
technical support from Surface Water Resources, Inc., and project management and
administrative support from the Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning.

Technical Subcommittee. The FISH Group will establish a small technical subcommittee to
assist the technical consultant on an as-needed basis in translating FISH Group guidance into
draft deliverables for review by the full FISH Group. The Technical Subcommittee will be
small, but can be augmented on an issue-specificbasis with individuals bringing critical
expertise not otherwise available on the Subcommittee. Members of the Technical
Subcommitteeneed not be members of the FISH Group.

Interested Parties/Related Initiatives. While all FISH Group members aze expected to keep
their respective constituencies apprised of progress and to bring their constituents’ views into
FISH Group discussions, there will be a periodic need for more in-depth consultationswith
several ongoing initiativesto ensure that the resulting plan and projects have broad-based
support. These initiatives include:




1. The LAR Task Force and its Bank Protection and Floodway Management Work Groups
(which anticipate using this plan as the aquatic habitat element of the over-all Lower
American River Corridor Management Plan, or “RCMP”);’

2. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) and its Board of Directors;
. 3. State and federal resource agencies’ senior management teams;

4. CALFED Bay-Delta Program (whichis providing financial support for the development
of the RCMP because this project embodies CALFED’s intent to translate its
Environmental Restoration Program Plan into tangible results);

5. The Water Forum (which anticipatesusing this plan for the Habitat Management
Program for the Lower American River as required by the Water Forum Agreement,
consistent with the mitigation described and certified in the Water Forum Agreement
Environmental Impact Report and associated Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan,
or “MMRP™);

6. The County Department of Regional Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (which may
want to build upon this planning effortin its next update of the American River Parkway
Plan), and its American River Parkway Advisory Committee.

Staff anticipate providing briefings at strategic points on an as-needed basis to other
interested parties as well, including elected officials, the Environmental Council of Sacramento,
civic associatiom, and the Sacramento River Watershed Program.

Staff will also provide periodic summary progress reports to interested parties in the form of
amemo, newsletter, or article for inclusion in others’ newsletters and websites. Newsletters that
might be effective vehicles for such outreach include the California Flyfishers Unlimited’s
newsletter, “On’theFly” and River City Paddlers’ newsletter, “River City Reflections.” At a.
minimum, such updates will be posted on the website of the Sacramento City-County Office of
MetropolitanPlanning. There are likely to be 2-4 such progress reports over the next year to
apprise interested parties of milestones such as project launch, completion of draft goals and
objectives, completion of list of projects to be considered, availability of State-of-the-River
Report, availability of the review draftof the initial fisheries and aquatic habitat management
and restoration plan, and availability of the final version of the initial plan.

Additional ways in which FISH Group members can make effective linkages with related
initiatives include: (a) the FISH Group’s own members, many of whom are involved in related
initiatives; (b) guest speakers; (c) field trips; and (d) inclusion of related reports in the
bibliography to be provided by the technical consultant.

* To assist with coordination across LAR Task Force work groups: (1) the work groups have some overlap in
membership; (2) the work group leaders will meet monthly; (3) agendas for upcoming meetings of the Bank
Protection and Floodway Management Work Groups will be provided at FISH Gmup meetings if available (and vice
versa); and (4) FISH Group members are welcome ta observe & meetings of these other work groups and of the
LAR Tadk Force, and members of those entities may observe FISH Group meetings.




The Public-at-Large. The FISH Group recognizes that this planning effortwill result in
recommendations involving the public interest, public policy, and investments of public dollars.
To ensure accountability to the public over and above the measures indicated above, this
planning effort will include the following measures for keeping the public informed of progress
and of opportunities for providing input:

e _ The open invitationto any interested parties to observe FISH Group meetings?

e Press releases and media briefings at strategic milestones in the process. Staffwill also be
available to assist FG members in obtaining press coverage for substantive achievements on
projects that have been endorsed by the FG. In such cases, press materials would be
expected to include a tagline indicating the FG's endorsement (e.g, “. .. as endorsed by the
Lower American River FISH Group). All media materials produced on behalf of the FG or
carrying the FG tagline require FG review and approval prior to release.

e The first amual State-of-the-River Report, to be released in approximately one year.
FISH GROUP PARTICIPATION

FISH Group Members. The proposed composition of the FISH Group is available under
separate cover. This slate was assembled based on input provided by over 45 diverse
stakeholders in interviews conducted by Senior Mediator Marceile E. DuPraw. (The list of
interviewees is attached to the draft convening report.) Organizationsincluded in Ms. DuPraw’s
recommended slate generally are those suggested by the largest number of interviewees — those
named over and over again. Her recommendation reflects the need for balanced representation
of all key stakeholdersas well as the need to keep the FISH Group to a manageable size. Where
there were numerous organizations of a certaintype interested in participating (e.g., groups
representing canoeists and kayakers), Ms. DuPraw asked them to explore whether they could
together identify one person who could appropriately represent that cluster of organizations.

Alternates. Each representative may designate an alternate who will substitute for the
representative in the event that he or she cannot attend a session of the FISH Group. However,
for continuity, FISH Group members will minimize their use of alternates to attend meetings,
and each time an alternate is required, it should be the same individual. If aprimary
representative needs to use an alternate for a particular meeting, the primary representative will
notify the facilitator in advance.

Individuals who are designated alternates may attend all meetings if they wish and may
be placed on the FISH Group membership roster to routinely receive documents distributed t
FISH Group members.

) Nevertheless, the primary FISH Group representativex,libe responsible for briefing the
alternate on both the substantive issues and procedures of the FISH GROUP. In addition, the

2 It is suggestedthat observers try to accompany a FISH Group member as a guest to ensure thatthey are provided
with some orientationto that day's discussions. For assistancein arrangingthis, please contact project manager
Susan Davidson at (916)264-1997.




primary representative also will be responsible for making sure that the alternate has and .
understands relevant documents to ensure that he or she can provide informed representation on
short notice should the need arise.

If neither the primary representative nor an alternate can attend a meeting, the primary
representative should provide comments on the meeting topics to the facilitator verbally or in
writing. (However, see also the “Withdrawal” section of this document.)

Additional Parties. Additional representatives may join the FISH Group after its initial
formation only with the concurrence of the FISH Group.

ibilities of FISH Group Members. Representativesto the FISH Group are
expected to consult with their constituents and colleagues and to raise their interests and
concerns during the discussions of the FISH Group. Members are also responsible for shaping
and endorsing any eventual agreements on behalf of their constituents.

MEETINGS
Open Meetings. Meetings of the FISH Group will be opento any observers.

Agendas. Agendas for the meetings will be drafted by the facilitator in consultation with
FISH Group members and staff. They will be approved or revised at the beginning of each
meeting.

Meeting Procedures. Participants in FISH Group meetings will be asked to abide by the
following procedures to cultivate a venue for constructive discourse:

Come with an open mind, and respect for others’ interests and differing opinions.
Treat one another with courtesy.

Let one person speak at a time.

Be honest, fair, and as candid as possible.

Identify those times when you are “taking off your organizational hat” to express an
individual opinion. .

Think outside the box and welcome new ideas.

e Respect time constraints — be succinct.

Meeting Summaries. Meeting summaries will be prepared by the project manager, in
consultation with the facilitator and technical consultant. Their primary functionwill be to assist
the FISH Group in documenting its progress and agreed-upon action items. The meeting
summarieswill be brief, summarizing steps taken at the meeting in question toward completing
the primary FISH Group deliverables. They will be e-mailed to FISH Group members for
review and comment as soon as possible following each FISH Group meeting. Members will
have one calendar week to comment on draft summaries. If changes were requested, the meeting
summary will then be revised by the project manager, who will consultwith the facilitator and/or
technical consultantas necessary. The revised version will be re-emailed to FISH Group
members for reference purposes and for use in keeping their constituents informed.




Breaks and Caucuses. When necessary and appropriate, any FISH Group member may
request a break in FISH Group deliberationsto confer privately with other stakeholders or with
the facilitator on time-sensitivematters related to the current deliberations.

TIMELINE AND L EVEL OF EFFORT

It is anticipated that the FISH Group will require approximately one year to develop the
initial version of the four work products mentioned above. Due to the nature of the plan, it is
likely to benefit from subsequent refinements over a number of years.

The FISH Group generally will meet on the third Thursday of each month from 1:00-4:30
p.m. There may be an occasional exceptionto this pattern —e.g., to avoid holidays and the
occurrence of FISH Group meetings the same week as meetings of the Lower American River
Task Force (the FISH Group’s parent body). It may be necessary to meet for a full day for
particular topics; this will be decided by the FISH Group on a case-by-case basis. A list of
proposed meeting dates is available under separate cover.

FISH Group members also can expect to put in several more hours per month reviewing
and commenting on documents. In addition, the facilitator and/or technical consultant may
request time to consult with individual FISH Group members on selected topics between
meetings. Current funding for facilitation and technical support for this effort comes from the
Water Forum Agreement, the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, and SAFCA.

WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE

A combinedwork plan and schedule is available under separate cover. Most participants
communicated significant time constraints during the stakeholder interviews. Consequently, the
work plan assumes that the technical consultant (Surface Water Resources, Inc., or “SWRI™) will
have primary responsibility for drafting text for review and comment by FISH Group members.

The work plan also shows the points throughout the process when SWR anticipates
needing guidance from the FISH Group in the form of both upfront input and feedback on
“strawman” documents. Examples occur throughout the process, but include development of
goals and objectives, identifying variables to include in the baseline report and documentsto
include in the bibliography, suggestingprojects to be considered for inclusion in the plan,
suggesting project selection criteria and approach, andjointly selecting projects to include in the
recommended plan.

It is anticipated that FISH Group members may want to review raw data along with the
consultants’ analyses, and to sometimes ask colleagues in their respective organizationsto
review the consultant’s work products as well in a form of peer review.

The facilitator will assist SW R lin translating the FISH Group’s guidance onto paper.
The Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Planning, which manages the relevant




funds generated by the Water Forum Agreement as well as the CALFED grant, has a fiduciary
responsibilityto oversee the work of the facilitator and technical consultant on this project,

DECISION MAKING

The FISH Group will make decisions by consensus. Consensus will mean that all FISH
Group members either fully support or can live Wil the decision (or over-all plan), and believe
that their constituents can as well. Consensus does not mean one hundred percent agreement on
every issue, but rather support for moving forward with a recommendation taken as a whole.
“Straw polls” may be taken on occasionto get a general impression of FISH group members’
attitudes about particular topics. Disagreementswiil be regarded as problems to be solved rather
than as battles to be won.

If consensus on a particular aspect of a recommendation is not possible, FISH Group
members will describe the areas of agreementand disagreement, the reasons why such
differences continue, and how the FISH Group will continue to move forward despite these
differences. Inclusion of such a description of remaining areas of disagreement in the plan can
be consistent with consensus support for the plan as a whole.

In striving to reach consensus, FISH Group members will consider the interests and
concerns of all FISH Group members, regulatory requirements, and other relevant perspectives.
They will strive to develop creative proposals and recommendationsthat address the interests of
all stakeholders. FISH Group members will keep in mind various parties’ incentives to help
develop creative, mutually-acceptable recommendations and strive to enhance those incentives.

Subgroups. Any subgroups established by the FISH Group {&.g, to work out specific
issues related to their work products) will develop recommendations or proposals for FISH
Group considerationand adoption. Subgroups Vil not have decision-makingauthority.
Decisions on whether to incorporate the recommendations into FISH Group work products will
be made by consensus among the members of the FISH Group.

Agreement. The FISH Group’s final agreement on the plan is expected to take the form
of a written statement, signed by FISH Group members after they are appropriately authorized
by the parties they represent, and included as the foreword to the plan.

ENDORSEMENT

The Lower American River Task Force envisions that, once the FISH Group is satisfied
with the initial plan, it \~lbe endorsed by all FISH Group members on behalf of their
organizations. It will then be submittedto the LAR Task Force for endorsement and
incorporation into the over-all River Corridor Management Plan, which the Task Force has
recently decided to develop.

The plan developed by the FISH Group will also serve as the Habitat Management
Program for the Lower American River as required by the Water Forum Agreement, consistent




with the mitigation described and certified in the Water Forum Agreement Environmental Impact
Report and associated Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan (INEF}.

Both the Water Forum and SAFCA have indicated that they welcome other organizations
with related objectivesjoining with them to ensure that this plan advances others’ compatible
objectives as well. The Tagk Force anticipatesthat the plan will be submitted to other
organizations for their use in reviewing, modifying if necessary, and approving the components
of the plan for which they are responsible. (For example, the plan may be suitable for
incorporation into the next update of the American River Parkway Plan.) The actions and
individual projects contemplated by the plan will be subjectto further review and final approval
by the responsible entities. Each participating organization retains decision-makingautonomy.

EARLY START PROJECTS

During stakeholder interviews, many interviewees expressed both appreciation for the
idea of developing a comprehensive plan based on sound science and concern about spending too
much time studying the issues prior to undertaking any restoration projects. Consequently, this
planning effort will be available as a “launchingpad” for LAR fisheries and/or aquatic’habitat
management and restoration projects that enjoy overwhelming, broad-based support. FISH
Group members will be asked to spend a small portion of selected meetings considering whether
to provide a letter of endorsement for selected projects of this kind.

A project proponent who believes his/her project may be appropriate for endorsementby
the FISH Group as an “early start project” (ESP) should contact the facilitator to discussthe best
way to communicate with the FISH Group about it. If the project as initially presented to the
FISH Group is controversial, the proponent can proceed with the project without the FISH
Group’s endorsement or 8K that the project be considered in the normal course of the planning
process. Alternatively, if interest is high and time and resources allow, the FISH Group may ask
the facilitator to assist interested parties in resolving the associated controversy and then the
proponent may re-present his or her proposal to the FISH Group.

SAFEGUARDS

Good Faith. All parties agree to act in good faith inall aspects of this consensus-building
process, and to communicatetheir interests in FISH Group meetings. Offers made in frank
conversations about creative solutions will not be used against any party in future litigation or
public relations. This provision will not restrict the ability of FISH Group members to speak to
the press or pursue legal strategies in the future. Personal attacks and stereotyping will not be
acceptable. FISH Group members will refrain from impugning the motivations and intentions of
others.

Good faith also requires that parties not make commitments they do not intend to follow
through with, and that parties act consistently in the FISH Group and in other forums where the
issuesunder discussion in the FISH Group are also being discussed, including contacts with the
press. Good faith also requires that members make a concerted effort to provide information
requested by other members, or explain why not.




Withdrawal. Any member may withdraw from the FISH Group at any time.
Communication about the reasons for withdrawing would be helpful.

If two or more FISH Group meetings go by without representation fram either a primary
representative or his/her alternate, that organizationwill be asked to appoint another
representative. An organization also can be asked to appoint another representative if the current
representative participates in a way that is inconsistentwith the purpose, charge, meeting
procedures, or consensus-building guidelines.

Good faith provisions continue to apply to those who withdraw or may be asked to step
down.

Press. FISH Group members recognize that the way in which positions are publicly
stated may affect the ability of the FISH Group to reach consensus. Therefore, whenever
possible, they will refer inquiries from the press regarding the overall progress of the process to
the project manager (SusanDavidson) or the facilitator (Marci DuPraw). They agree notto
characterizethe positions and views of any other party in public forums or press contacts, and
not to attribute commentsto other members.







ATTACHMENT I

DEVELOPMENT OF A FISHERIES AND AQUATIC HABITAT
MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATION PLAN
FOR THE LOWER AMERICAN RIVER

-- Consensus-Building.Guidelines =
(Approved by FISH Group 3/23/00)

For any consensus-building process to go smoothly, it is helpful for those involved.to
agree at the outset on the purpose of the process and on the procedures by which the group will
govern its deliberations and decision making.

PURPOSE AND ANTICIPATED WORK PRODUCTS OF THE CONSENSUS-
BUILDING PROCESS

The purpose of this consensus-building process is two-fold — (1) to involve all primary
stakeholders in a collective effort, led by an independent third party and supported by a widely-
respected technical consultant, to develop an initial fisheries and aquatic habitat management and
restoration plan for the Lower American River; and (2) to provide strategic advice to proponents
of LAR fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration projects who seek “early start”
status for their projects. Work products include a baseline report summarizing current data on
the health of the river, a bibliography on the fisheries and aquatic habitat of the LAR, the initial
plan, and the first amual State-of-the-River Report. Further details on each of these assignments
are provided in the “Charge” document.

STRUCTURE OF THE CONSENSUS-BUILDING PROCESS

FISH Group. This consensus-building process will primarily take place within the FISH
Group, in consultation with the constituenciesrepresented by FISH Group members. The FISH
Group will have facilitation support from the California Center for Public Dispute Resolution,
technical support from Surface Water Resources, Inc., and project management and
administrativesupport from the Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Water Planning.

Technical Subcommittee. The FISH Group will establish a small technical subcommitteeto
assist the technical consultant on an as-needed basis ntranslating FISH Group guidance into
draft deliverablesfor review by the full FISH Group. The Technical Subcommittee Vil be
small,,but can be augmented on an issue-specific basis with individualsbringing critical
expertise not otherwise available on the Subcommittee. Members of the Technical
Subcommittee need not be members of the FISH Group.

Interested Parties/Related Initiatives. While all FISH Group members are expectedto keep
their respective constituencies apprised of progress and to bring their constituents’ views into
FISH Group discussions, there will be a periodic need for more in-depth consultations with
several ongoing initiatives to ensure that the resulting plan and projects have broad-based
support. These initiatives include:

P



1. The LAR Task Force and its Bank Protection and Floodway Management Work Groups
(which anticipateusing this plan as the aquatic habitat element of the over-all Lower
American River Comdor Management Plan, or “RCMP?);!

2. The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) and its Board of Directors;
. 3. Stateand federal resource agencies’ senior management teams;

4. CALFED Bay-DeltaProgram (which is providing financial support for the development
of the RCMP because this project embodies CALFED’s intent to translate its
Environmental Restoration Program Plan into tangible results);

5. The Water Forum (which anticipates using this plan for the Habitat Management
Program for the Lower American River as required by the Water Forum Agreement,
consistentwith the mitigation described and certified in the Water Forum Agreement
Environmental Impact Report and associated Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan,

or ‘NINVIRP)

6. The County Department of Regional Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (which may
want to build upon this planning effort in its next update of the American River Parkway
Plan), and its American River Parkway Advisory Committee.

Staff anticipate providing briefings at strategic points on an as-needed basis to other
interested parties as well, including elected officials, the Environmental Council o f Sacramento,
civic associations, and the Sacramento River Watershed Program.

Staffwill also provide periodic summary progress reports to interested parties in the form of
amemo, newsletter, or article for inclusion in others’ newsletters and websites. Newsletters that
might be effectivevehicles for such outreach include the California Flyfishers Unlimited’s
newsletter, “On the Fly” and River City Paddlers’ newsletter, “River City Reflections.” At a.
UM such updates will be posted on the website of the Sacramento City-County Office of
Metropolitan Planning. There are liiely to be 2-4 such progress reports over the next year to
apprise interested parties of milestones such as project launch, Completion of draft goals and
objectives, completionof list of projectsto be considered, availability of State-of-the-River .
Report, availability of the review draft of the initial fisheries and aquatic habitat management
and restoration plan, and availability of the final version of the initial plan.

Additional ways in which FISH Group members can make effective linkages with related
initiatives include: (a) the FISH Group’s own members, many of whom are involved in related
initiatives; {(b) guest speakers; (c) field trips; and (d) inclusion of related reports in the
bibliography to be provided by the technical consudtant.

! To assistwith coordination across LAR Task Farce work groups: (1) the work groups have some overiap in
membership; (2) the work group leaders will meet monthly; (3) agendas for upcoming meetings of the Bank
Protection and Floodway Management Work Groups will be provided at FISH Group meetings Favailable (and vice
versa); and (4) FISH Group members are welcome to observe at meetings of these other work groups and of the
LAR Task Force, and members of those entities may observe FISH Group meetings.




The Public-at-Large. The FISH Group recognizes that this planning effort \iill result in
recommendations involving the public interest, public policy, and investments of public dollars.
To ensure accountability to the public over and above the measures indicated above, this
planning effortwill includethe following measures for keeping the public informed of progress
and of opportunities for providing input:

e - The open invitationto any interested parties to observe FISH Group meetings.'

e Press releases and media briefings at strategic milestones in the process. Staff will also be
availableto assist FG members in obtaining press coverage for substantive achievements on
projects that have been endorsed by the FG. In such cases, press materials would be
expected to include a tagline indicatingthe FG's endorsement (e.g, “. .. as endorsed by the
Lower American River FISH Group). All media materials produced on behalf of the FG or
carrying the FG tagline require FG review and approvalprior to release.

e The first annual State-of-the-River Report, to be released in approximately one year.

EISH GROUP PARTICIPATION

FISH Group Members. The proposed composition of the FISH Group is available under
separate cover. This slate was assembled based on input provided by over 45 diverse
stakeholders in interviews conducted by Senior Mediator Marcelle E. DuPraw. (The list of
interviewees is attached to the draft convening report.) Organizationsincluded in Ms. DuPraw’s
recommended slate generally are those suggested by the largest number of interviewees — those
named over and over again. Her recommendation reflects the need for balanced representation
of all key stakeholdersas well as the need to keep the FISH Group to a manageable size. Where
there were numerous organizations of a certain type interested in participating (e.g., groups
representing canoeists and kayakers); Ms. DuPraw asked them to explore whether they could
together identify one person who could appropriately represent that cluster of organizations.

Alternates. Each representative may designate an alternate who will substitute for the
representative in the event that he or she cannot attend a session of the FISH Group. However,
for continuity, FISH Group members will minimize their use of alternatesto attend meetings,
and each time an alternate is required, it should be the same individual. If a primary
representative needs to use an alternate for a particular meeting, the primary representative will
notify the facilitator in advance.

Individuals who are designated alternates may attend all meetings if they wish and may
be placed on the FISH Group membership roster to routinely receive documents distributed to
FISH Group members.

Nevertheless, the primary FISH Group representativewill be responsible for briefing the
alternate on both the substantive issues and procedures of the FISH GROUP. haddition, the

® It is suggestedthat observerstry to accompany a FISH Group member as a guest to ensure that they are provided
with some orientationto that day's discussions. For assistance in arrangingthis, please contact project manager
Susan Davidson at (916) 264-1997.




primary representative also will be responsible for making sure that the alternate has and .
understands relevant documentsto ensure that he or she can provide informed representation on
short notice should the need arise.

If neither the primary representative nor an alternate can attend a meeting, the primary
representative should provide comments on the meeting topics to the facilitator verbally or in
writing. (However, see also the ""Withdrawal" section of this document.)

Additional Parties. Additional representatives may join the FISH Group after its initial
formation only with the concurrence of the FISH Group.

Resoonsibilities of FISH Group Members. Representativesto the FISH Group are
expected to consult with their constituents and colleagues and to raise their interests and
concerns during the discussions of the FISH Group. Members are also responsible for shaping
and endorsing any eventual agreements on behalf of their constituents.

MEETINGS
Oocen Meetings. Meetings of the FISH Group will be open to any observers.
Agendas. Agendas for the meetings will be drafted by the facilitator in consultation with

FISH Group members and staff. They will be approved or revised at the beginning of each
meeting.

Meeting Procedures. Participants in FISH Group meetings will be asked to abide by the
following procedures to cultivate a venue for constructive discourse:

Come with an open mind, and respect for others' interests and differing opinions.
Treat one another with courtesy.

Let one person speak at atime.

Be honest, fair, and as candid as possible.

Identify those times when you are "'taking off your organizational hat™ to express an
individual opinion.

Think outside the box and welcome new ideas.

Respect time constraints — be succinct.

Meetine Summaries, Meeting summarieswill be prepared bv the project manager, in
consultation with the facilitator and technical consultant. Their primary function will be to assist
the FISH Group in documenting its progress and agreed-upon action items. The meeting
summaries w\kbe brief, summarizing steps taken at the meeting in question toward completing
the primary FISH Group deliverables. They Will be e-mailed to FISH Group members for
review and comment as soon as possible following each FISH Group meeting. Members wiill
have one calendar week to comment on draft summaries. If changeswere requested, the meeting
summary will then be revised by the project manager, who will consult with the facilitator and/or
technical consultant as necessary. The revised version will be re-emailed to FISH Group
members for reference purposes and for use in keeping their constituents informed.




Breaks and Caucuses. When necessary and appropriate, any FISH Group member may
request a break inFISH Group deliberations to confer privately with other stakeholders or with
the facilitator on time-sensitive matters related to the current deliberations.

TIMELINE AND L EVEL OF EFFORT

Itis anticipated that the FISH Group will require approximately one year to develop the
initial version of the four work products mentioned above. Due to the nature of the plan, it is
likely to benefit from subsequent refinements over a number of years.

The FISH Group generally will meet on the third Thursday of each month from 1:00-4:30
p.m. There may be an occasional exception to this pattern —e.g., to avoid holidays and the
occurrence of FISH Group meetings the same week as meetings of the Lower American River
Task Force (the FISH Group’s parent body). It may be necessary to meet for a full day for
particular topics; this \Will be decided by the FISH Group on a case-by-case basis. A list of
proposed meeting dates is available under separate cover.

FISH Group members also can expect to put nseveral more hours per month reviewing
and commenting on documents. In addition, the facilitator and/or technical consultant may
request time to consult with individual FISH Group members on selected topics between
meetings. Current funding for facilitation and technical support for this effort comes from the
Water Forum Agreement, the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, and SAFCA.

WORK PLAN AND SCHEDULE

A combined work plan and schedule is available under separate cover. Most participants
communicated significanttime constraints during the stakeholder interviews, Consequently, the
work plan assumes that the technical consultant (Surface Water Resources, Inc., or “SWRI”) will
have primary responsibility for drafting text for review and comment by FISH Group members.

The work plan also shows the points throughoutthe process when SWRI1 anticipates
needing guidance from the FISH Group in the form of both upfront input and feedback on
“strawman” documents. Examples occur throughout the process, but include development of
goals and objectives, identifying variablesto include in the baseline report and documents to
include inthe bibliography, suggesting projects to be considered for inclusion in the plan,
suggestingproject selection criteria and approach, andjointly selecting projects to include in the
recommended plan.

Itis anticipatedthat FISH Group members may want to review raw data along with the
consultants’ analyses, and to sometimesask colleagues in their respective organizations to
review the consultant’s work products as well ina form of peer review.

The facilitator vall assist SWR1in translating the FISH Group’s guidance onto paper.
The Sacramento City-County Office of Metropolitan Planning, which manages the relevant




funds generated by the Water Forum Agreement as well as the CALFED grant, has a fiduciary
responsibilityto oversee the work of the facilitator and technical consultant on this project,

DECISION MAKING

The FISH Group will make decisions by consensus. Consensus will mean that all FISH
Group members either fully supportor can live with the decision (or over-all plan), and believe
thattheir constituents can as well. Consensus does not mean one hundred percent agreement on
every issue, but rather support for moving forward with a recommendation taken as a whole.
“Straw polls” may be taken on occasion to get a general impression of FISH group members’
attitudes about particular topics. Disagreements will be regarded as problems to be solved rather
than as battles to be won.

If consensus on a particular aspect of a recommendation is not possible, FISH Group
members will describe the areas of agreement and disagreement, the reasons why such
differences continue, and how the FISH Groupwill continue to move forward despite these
differences. Inclusion of such a description of remaining areas of disagreement in the plan can
be consistent with consensus support for the plan as a whole.

In striving to reach consensus, FISH Group members will consider the interests and
concerns of all FISH Group members, regulatory requirements, and other relevant perspectives.
They will strive to develop creative proposals and recommendationsthat address the interests of
all stakeholders. FISH Group members will keep in mind various parties’ incentives to help
develop creative, mutually-acceptable recommendations and strive to enhance those incentives.

Subgroups. Any subgroups established by the FISH Group (e.g, to work out specific
issues related to their work products) will develop recommendations or proposals for FISH
Group considerationand adoption. Subgroups Wl not have decision-makingauthority.
Decisions on whether to incorporate the recommendations into FISH Group work products will
be made by consensus among the members of the FISH Group.

Agreement. The FISH Group’s find agreement on the plan is expected to take the form
of a written statement, signed by FISH Group members after they are appropriately authorized
by the parties they represent, and included as the forewordto the plan.

ENDORSEMENT -

The Lower American River Task Force envisions that, once the FISH Group is satisfied
with the initial plan, it will be endorsed by all FISH Group members on behalf of their
organizations. It Will then be submitted to the LAR Task Force for endorsementand
incorporation into the over-dl River Comdor Management Plan, which the Task Force has
recently decided to develop.

The plan developed by the FISH Group will also serve as the Habitat Management
Program for the Lower American River as required by the Water Forum Agreement, consistent




with the mitigation described and certified in the ‘WaterForum Agreement Environmental Impact
Report and associated Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan {WMEF).

Both the Water Forum and SAFCA have indicated that they welcome other organizations
with related objectivesjoining with them to ensure that this plan advances others’ compatible
objectives as well. The Task Force anticipatesthat the plan will be submitted to other
organizations for their use in reviewing, modifying ifnecessary, and approving the components
of the plan for which they are responsible. (For example, the plan may be suitable for
incorporationinto the next update of the American River Parkway Plan.) The actions and
individual projects contemplated by the plan will be subjectto further review and fmal approval
by the responsible entities. Each participating organization retains decision-making autonomy.

EARLY STARTPROJECTS

During stakeholder interviews, many interviewees expressed both appreciation for the
idea of developing a comprehensive plan based on sound science and concern about spending too
much time studying the issues prior to undertaking any restoration projects. Consequently, this
planning effort will be available as a “launching pad” for LAR fisheriesand/or aquatic habitat
management and restoration projects that enjoy overwhelming, broad-based support. FISH
Group members will be asked to spend a small portion of selected meetings considering whether
to provide a letter of endorsement for selected projects of this kind.

A project proponent who believes his/her project may be appropriate for endorsement by
the FISH Group as an ““early start project” (ESP) should contact the facilitator to discuss the best
way to communicate with the FISH Group about it. If the project as initially presented to the
FISH Group is controversial, the proponent can proceed with the project without the FISH
Group’s endorsementor ask that the project be considered in the normal course of the planning
process. Alternatively, if interest is high and time and resources allow, the FISH Group may ask
the facilitator to assist interested parties in resolving the associated controversy and then the
proponent may re-present his or her proposal to the FISH Group.

SAFEGUARDS

Good Faith. All parties agree to act in good faith in all aspects of this consensus-building
process, and to communicate their interests in FISH Group meetings. Offers made in frak
conversations about creative solutions will not be used againstany party in future litigation or
public relations. This provision will not restrict the ability of FISH Group members to speak to
the press or pursue legal strategies in the future. Personal attacks and stereotypingwill not be
acceptable. FISH Group members will refrainfrom impugning the motivations and intentions of
others.

Good faith also requires that parties not make commitments they do not intend to follow
through with, and that parties act consistently in the FISH Group and n other forums where the
issues under discussion in the FISH Group are also being discussed, including contacts with the
press. Good faith also requires that members make a concerted effort to provide information
requested by other members, or explain why not.




Withdrawal. Any member may withdraw from the FISH Group at any time.
Communication about the reasons for withdrawing would be helpful.

If two or more FISH Group meetings go by without representation from either a primary
representativeor his/her alternate, that organizationwill be asked to appoint another
representative. An organizationalso can be asked to appointanother representative if the current
representative participates in away that is inconsistentwith the purpose, charge, meeting
procedures, or consensus-building guidelines.

Good faith provisions continue to apply to those who withdraw or may be asked to step
down.

Press. FISH Group members recognize that the way in which positions are publicly
stated may affect the ability of the FISH Group to reach consensus. Therefore, whenever
possible, they will refer inquiries from the press regarding the overall progress of the process to
the project manager (Susan Davidson) or the facilitator (Marci DuPraw). They agree not to
characterize the positions and views of any other party in public forums or press contacts, and
not to attribute commentsto other members.




ATTACHMENT J

DEVELOPMENT OF A FISHERIES AND AQUATIC HABITAT
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE LOWER AMERICAN RIVER
Draft Convening Report
(2/14/00)

-- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

Background. On March 1,2000, the Lower American River Task Force’s
Fisheries/In-Stream Habitat (FISH) Work Group will meet for the first time to begin
development of a fisheries and aquatic habitat management and restoration plan for the
Lower American River (LAR) and baseline “state-of-the-river”report. The Task Force
anticipates that, once the Work Group develops its fisheries and aquatic habitat
management and restoration plan, the plan will be endorsed by all Work Group members
on behalf of their organizations. It will then be submitted to the LAR Task Force for
endorsementand incorporationinto the River Corridor Management Plan.

This plan will also serve as the Habitat Management Plan for the Lower American
River as required by the Water Forum Agreement, consistent with the mitigation
described in the Water Forum Agreement Environmental Impact Report. In addition, the
Task Force anticipatesthat this plan will be submitted to additional relevant entities for
their use in reviewing, modifying if necessary, and approving the components of the plan
for which they are responsible. The actions and individual projects contemplated by the
plan will be subjectto further review and final approval by the responsible entities.

This report summarizes the input ‘ofover 45 diverse stakeholderswith respect to
the best way to structurethe consensus-building effort that will result in this fisheries and
aquatic habitat management and restoration plan. This input was gathered in interviews
conducted by Senior Mediator Marcelle E. DuPraw of the California Center for Public
Dispute Resolution. (See Attachment 1 for a list of intervieweesand Attachment 2 for
the list of interview questions.) This executive summary provides an overview of the
findings from those interviews.

Vision. Interviewees enthusiastically affirmed the need for a venue in-which the
multiple parties working on restoration-related initiativesin the LAR can coordinate and
leverage their efforts to generate concrete benefits for LAR fish. Interviewees
emphasized the need for an ecological focus for this Work Group, while taking into
consideration flood control and recreation interests., Intervieweesarticulated the
collectivevision that the plan that the Work Group develops should protect, restore, and
enhance the fisheries and aquatic habitat of the LAR. (See SectionIII.A., “Hopes and
Concerns About This Work Group,” and SectionIILB., “Definitionof ‘Success™ for
further discussion.)

Issues to Address. Interviewees identified a number of specific issues that Work
Groupparticipants would need to address in order to put together this plan. These
include: (1) the need to clarify legal requirements; (2) fish-focusedissues; (3) ecosystem
issues; (4) hatchery policies; (5)gravel management; (6)riverbank condition; (7) water
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quality; (8) water temperature; (9) flow-related issues; (10) issues related to man-made
structuresand interventionsin the river corridor; (11) recreation issues; (12)
measurement issues; and (13) funding issues. (See SectionIIIL.C. for lists of the specific
issues under each of these categories.) Interviewees also suggested a number of specific
types and sources of data and documents that are likely to be relevantto Work Group
deliberations. These can be found in Attachment 3.

Work Group Participants. Intervieweessuggested over-all guidelines
concerning Work Group participationand outreach (see SectionIII.D.). In addition, they
collectively identified over 80 potential stakeholder groups as candidates for participation
(listed in Attachment4). These candidates come from a wide range of sectors, including
resource and flood control agencies, environmentaland recreational interest groups,
water supply and other local agencies, and technical experts.

Intervieweesalso identified numerous related initiatives of which they felt the
Work Group should be aware in order to facilitate coordination across initiativeswhere
relevant. These initiativesfall into three categories — (1) flood control and water
diversion initiatives; (2) resource management initiatives; and (3) recreation initiatives.
They are listed in SectionIIL.E, “Linkages.”

Challenges and Keys to Success. While interviewees were enthusiastic about
the need for this planning effort, many also indicated that they are spread thinand have
significanttime constraints on their ability to participate. They readily identified a
number of challenges that will have to be overcome for this effort to be successful,
including: (1) time constraints; (2) a history of fragmentation; (3) the very dynamic
policy context; (4) reconciling competing interests; (5) maintaining momentum; (6)
measuring effectiveness; (7) securing follow-throughon implementation and funding
aspects of the plan; and (8) physical/environmental challenges such as the presence of
Folsom and Nimbus Dams. For this reason, many interviewees underscored the need for
strong facilitation and technical support. They offered,a wealth of suggestionsfor the
way in which this support might best be provided. (For further details, see SectionIILF.,
“Anticipated Challenges in Realizing Success,” and SectionIIL.G., “Keysto Success.”)

Planning Approach. Intervieweesarticulated a desire for tangible results as
quickly as possible. To this end, they generatedthe idea of a two-track planning process.
The primary “track” of the planning process would focus on development of the fisheries
and aquatic habitat management and restoration plan. Intervieweesurged that the plan
should center around a slate of agreed-upon, prioritized restoration projects, building
upon clearly-defined goals, a literature review, sound science, and work others have
already done in this area. They recommended including strong monitoring, evaluation,
and research components, as well as an adaptive management component through which

the plan can be strengthened over time to reflect increasing understanding of the LAR
~ ecosystem. The second “track™ would provide procedures for early implementation of
certain projects for which there may be overwhelming support. Intervieweesoffered
examples of projects they thought might qualify for “early implementation” status. (See
SectionII1.G.3., “Procedural Advice,” for further details.)




Conclusion. The stakeholder input embodied by this documentwill serve as a
key source of guidance for the facilitator and technical consuitant to the Work Group as
they strive to provide the most constructive possible venue for the Work Group’s
deliberations. The facilitator’srecommended structure and groundrules for the Work
Group’splanning effortswill be based largely on the findings in this document.




ATTACHMENT K

LOWER AMERICAN RIVER
FISHERIES AND AQUATIC HABITAT MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATION PLAN
-- DESIRED OUTCOMES AND GOALS -

Introduction:

This document consists of a list of desired outcomes and related goals for the Fisheries and In-Stream Habitat Group (FISH Group).
They are intended to operationalize the FISH Group's vision: "To protect, enhance and restore the fisheries and aquatic and riparian
habitat values of the Lower American River ecosystem.” All the desired outcomes and goals contained herein can be thought of as
contributing to the *"super goal' assigned by the FISH Group's parent body, the Lower American River Task Force: *To improve and
increase aquatic and terrestrial habitats and improve ecological functions in a manner that will contribute to the health of targeted
species found in the LAR." Several documents were referenced in the development of the Desired Outcomes and Related Goalsfor
Species of Primary Management Concern (Table 1). The primary documentsrelied upon were:

9 Convening Report for the FISH Group (2000);

9 CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (1999);

» U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Anadromous Fish Restoration Program Working Paper on Restoration Needs (1995);
9 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft Restoration Plan for the Aaadromous Fish Restoration Program (1997);

O CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Game Steelhead Restoration and Management Plan for California (1996);

O Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency Floodway Management Plan for the Lower American River (1998);

» CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Game Restoring Central VValley Streams: A Plan for Action (1993); and

O Habitat Management Element of the Water Forum Agreement (2000).

The goals and objectives herein are consistent with those contained in the above documents.

Scope:

The Lower American River (LAR) is a multipurpose system providing flood control, recreation, water supply, hydropower generation,
fishery, wildlife and aesthetic uses. The goals presented herein focus on enhancing and restoring LAR fisheries and aquatic and
riparian habitat values. Although there are at least 43 fish species found in the LAR and each fulfills an ecological role, species of
primary management concern include fall-run chinook salmon, steelhead, splittail, other native resident fish (e.g., hardhead, tule perch,
Sacramento sucker, and Pacific lamprey), and the non-native American shad and striped bass.
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* + Applicable laws -- in particular, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) -- in essence mandate a management focus on anadromous
salmonids (fall-run chinook salmon and steelhead) and splittail and, consequently, management for a coldwater fishery.” Compliance
with state and federal ESA listings and other mandates, availability of American River-specific data, and the particular habitat
requirements of anadromous salmonids all support development of an initial plan based primarily on the needs of the river’s
anadromous salmonid resources, as well as splittail. The needs of these species constitute the top priority of this FISH Plan.

However, improving conditions for American River anadromous salmonidsand splittail also will generally provide suitable conditions
for non-natal salmonids rearing in the LAR, for other native resident aquatic and terrestrial species, and for the non-native American
shad and striped bass, which are of recreational importance. The FISH Plan also includes goals that meet the needs of these species.

A monitoring regimen addressing a wider range of biota will be used to consider improvements to the initial plan. The monitoring
regimen associated with the initial plan is expected to focus on fish and organisms directly related to fish: It is anticipated that
subsequent iterations of the monitoring regimen could include additional species of concern, such as those for which a recovery plan is
in place.

Although ecosystem attributes are included among the objectives under these goals, ecosystem structure, functions, and processes will
be addressed within the context of the regulated LAR system. Valuable biotic and abiotic interactions also will be protected through
efforts to enhance LAR conditions for the species of primary management concern. Habitat restoration, in this context, is an effort to
improve the health of LAR fisheries and aquatic and riparian habitat, while recognizing fundamental constraints currently present in
the system. Improvements to the LAR ecosystem will accommodate regulatory requirements, with special emphasis on the recovery
objectives of the Endangered Species Act.

The restoration and management efforts encompassed by the FISH Plan will take place within the boundaries of the LAR corridor (and
generally within the American River Parkway). However, out-of-boundary habitat influences may also be considered by the FISH
Group in formulating the goals, objectives, and actions necessary to implement the FISH Plan where they directly affect LAR fisheries
and/or aquatic or riparian habitat.

' qnlittail and steelheadare listed as *“threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act and as a “species of concern” under the California Endangered
Species Act. Fall-run chinook salmon is a candidate for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act.
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TABLE 1
DESIRED OUTCOMESAND RELATED GOALS
FOR SPECIES OF PRIMARY MANAGEMENT CONCERN

T LR —_—

Desired Outcome Goal .
Increase and maintain viable populations of naturally spawning fall-run Provide appropriate spawning/incubation habitat
chinook salmon and steelhead, ™ quality and quantity

Provide appropriate rearing habitat qualityand
guantity

f' Provide aﬁ'propriatéjﬁ'venile oﬁ'r'n'igration
| conditions

"Provide appropriate adult upstream migration
conditions

Ensurethat in-stream harvest is consistentwith
maintaining viable in-stream spawning
populations

Maintain proper balance between hatchery
operationsand in-stream spawning populations |
L__ Reduce adverse effects of water diversion intakes

— i) e T

® This outcome is expected to contribute to a sustainableocean fishery for salmon.

3 See glossary for definition of the phrase, “viable populations of naturally spawning fall-run chinook salmon and steelhead.”

* The focus of the initial FISH Plan is on the Lower American River, and the FISH Group recognizesthat there are a number of external variables affectingthe
wellbeing of these populations. If monitoring results indicate that these exigent variables are overwhelming obstaclesto achievingthis goal, the FISH Group
may re-assess its scope and goals.

..... S —— ¢ — e i
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DESIRED OUTCOMES ANT} RELATED tr{IALS
FOR SPECIES OF PRIMARY MAMAGEMENT CONCERN

Achieve and maintain a viable population of splittail

s~ —— oy

Provide appropriate spawning and rearing habitat |
qualily and quantity

Hadnee advaras sifacie ol wares diveszinm intakes

..

Restore Or maintain an appropriate distribution and abundance of resident

inative fish species such as hardhead, tule perch, Sacramento sucker, and
Pacific lamprey.

Maintain American shad and striped bass populationsof sufficient
abundanceto sustain fisheries, consistentwith restoring native species.

Reduce adverse effects of water diversion mtakes

TOVIAE BppropT e spawsing and rear g Bebial
quality and quantity for resident native fish.
Provide appropriate spawning (American shad)

andd rearing (siriped bass) habitat quality and
quantiby
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'+ GLOSSARY OF KEY WORDS AND PHRASES

" “Increase and maintain viable populations of naturally spawning fall-run chinook salmon and steelhead”: The overall goals for
anadromous salmonids in the LAR, defined as “increase and maintain viable populations of naturally spawning, fall-run chinook
salmon and steelhead,” can be further characterized by the followingpopulation attributes:

9 sufficiently diverse, abundant, and productive to survive environmental variations, such as fluctuations in ocean conditionsor local
disturbances;

sufficiently diverse and abundant to provide resilience to disease as well as to environmental and human disturbances;
sufficiently diverse and abundant to maintain long-term genetic diversity;

natural productivity sufficientto maintain population abundance above the sustainable level,

exhibiting a trend of proportionally stable or decreasing contributions from naturally spawning fish of hatchery origin;
absence of sustained declines in abundance that span multiple generations and affect multiple broodyear-cycles;

no indicationsof imminent productivity declines; and

Y V ¥ V ¥V V¥V VYV

maintenance of traits indicating population is robust with regard to run timing, age structure, size, fecundity, morphology,
behavior, and molecular genetic characteristics.

“In-Stream’’” means within the Lower American River.

“Naturally spawning” means fish spawning in the river rather than in the hatchery.

The phrase, “The LAR is a multipurpose system” (p. 1), refers to the river itself, its associated riparian vegetation, the floodplain,
and the levees.

“Geomorphic processes” refersto those dynamicsthat shape the landscape(e.g., the rate and volume of run-off and the erosion,
transport, and deposition of sediment by water).
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LOWER AMERICAN RIVER FISHERIES AND INSTREAM HABITAT

WORKING GROW (FISH WORK GROUP)

INITIAL FISHERIES AND AQUATIC HABITAT
MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATIONPLAN
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Restoration Program
1.1.7 California Department of Fish and Game Steelhead Restoration and
Management Plan for California
1.1.8 California Department of Fish and Game Restoring Central Valley
Streams: A Plan for Action
1.1.9 Other Lower American River Plans
1.2 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF TEE PLAN
1.2.1 Scope ofthe Plan
1.2.2 Restoration and Rehabilitation
1.2.3 Ecosystem Approach in a Regulated System
1.3 PROJECTLOCATION
1.3.1 Nimbus Dam to Mouth of American River
1.3.2 Corridor and Watershed Boundaries
1.4 RELATED/ONGOING INITIATIVES
1.4.1 Lower American River Operations Working Group
1.4.2 Lower American River Technical Committee Updated Lower
American River Flow Standard
1.4.3 Long-Term Reoperation of Folsom Dam and Reservoir
144  California Department of Fish and Game Stream Evaluation Program
1.45 US Army Corps of Engineers ComprehensiveFlood Control Study
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2.0 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
DECISION PROCESS

2.1

2.2

211

212

2.1.3
214
215

2.16

State and Federal Endangered Species Act Listings and Other
Mandates

Auvailability of American River-Specific Data

Habitat Requirements of Anadromous Salmonids

Focus on Coldwater Species

Species of Primary Management Concern

2.1.5.1  Chinook Salmon

2152  Steelhead

2153 Splittail

2.154  Other Native Resident Fish

2.1.5.5  American Shad

2.1.5.6  Striped Bass

Incidental Benefits

2.1.6.1  Non-natal Salmonids Utilizing the LAR

2.16.2 Other Native Resident Aquatic and Riparian Species

DESIRED OUTCOMES FOR SPECIES OF PRIMARY MANAGEMENT CONCERN

2.2.1

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.2.4

Increase and Maintain Viable Populations of Naturally Spawning Fall-
run Chinook Salmonand Steelhead

2211 Goals

2.2.1.2 Objectives

Achieve and Maintain a Viable Population of Splittail

2221 Goals

2222 Objectives S

Restore or Maintain an Appropriate Distribution and Abundance of
Resident Native Fish Species

2.2.3.1 Goals

2.2.32 Objectives

Maintain American Shad and Striped Bass Populations of Sufficient
Abundance to SustainFisheries, Consistentwith Restoring Native
Species

22.4.1 Goals

2.24.2 Objectives

3.0 ECOSYSTEMRELATIONSHIPS OF SPECIES OF MANAGEMENT

CONCERN
3.1 FALL-RUN CHINOOK SALMONAND STEELHEADHABITAT RELATIONSHIPS
3.2 SPLITTAIL HABITATRELATIONSHIPS
3.3 OTHERRESIDENTNATIVE FISH HABITAT RELATIONSHIPS
3.4 STRIPED BASSHABITAT RELATIONSHIPS
3.5 AMERICAN SHAD HABITAT RELATIONSHIPS
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4.0 CURRENT STATUS OF LOWER AMERICAN RIVERECOSYSTEM -
(SUMMARY OF BASELINE REPORT)
4.1 FISHERIES
4.1.1 Fall-run Chinook Salmon Population Size and Trends
412 Steelhead Population Size and Trends
413 Splittail Population Size and Trends
4.1.4 Other Native Resident Fish Population Sizes and Trends
4.1.5 American Shad Population Size and Trends
416 Striped Bass Population Size and Trends
4.2 RiveR FLOWSAND WATER TEMPERATURES
421 River Hydraulics/Geomorphology
43 RIPARIAN ATTRIBUTES
4.4  INSTREAM HABITATS

5.0 CONCEPTUAL MODELS OF LARECOSYSTEM STRUCTURES,
FUNCTIONS, AND PROCESSES
5.1 HABITAT CHARACTERISTICS=# STRESSORS =* RESTORATION PRIORITIES
52  TESTABLE HYPOTHESES

6.0 CONCEPTUAL MODELS OF RESTORATION PROCESSES
6.1 STRESSORS=» RESTORATION PROJECTS = DESIRED OUTCOMES
6.2 TESTABLE HYPOTHESES

7.0 MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATION PROJECTS
7.1  SELECTION CRITERIA
1.2 SELECTEDIMPLEMENTATIONPROJECTS
7.2.1 Management Interventions (New or Modifications)
7.2.2  Site-specific Restoration Actions
7.2.3 Research Projects

8.0 RECOMMENDATIONSFOR DIRECTED RESEARCH

9.0 IMPLEMENTATIONPLAN

9.1 PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

9.2 PROJECT SEQUENCING

9.3 TIMELINE FOR RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

9.4 LEAD AGENCIES’ ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

9.5 TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED TO DEVELOP, UPDATE, ADMINISTER AND
IMPLEMENT THE PLAN AND MONITOR RESULTS

9.6 COST SHARING AND ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS

9.7 POTENTIAL OBSTACLES TO IMPLEMENTATION AND STRATEGY FOR
OVERCOMING THEM
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10.0 ECOLOGICAL AND BIOLOGICAL MONITORING PLAN

10.1
10.2
10.3
10.4
10.5
10.6
10.7
10.8
10.9
10.10
10.11
10.12
10.13

BIOLOGICALAND ECOLOGICALMONITORING OBJECTIVES
HYPOTHESESTO BE EVALUATED

PERSONNEL CONDUCTING THE MONITORING AND RELATED EXPERIENCE
DURATIONAND FREQUENCY OF MONITORING
CONSTITUENTSTO BE MONITORED

LOCATIONS OF MEASUREMENT

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT

DATA COLLECTION, HANDLING, AND STORAGE TECHNIQUES
ANALYTICAL TECHNIQUES

DATA SYNTHESISAND ANALYSIS

REPORT FREQUENCY, CONTENT AND FORMAT

DATA COLLECTIONAND EVALUATIONPROTOCOLS
INTEGRATIONWITH OTHER MONITORING PROGRAMS

11.0 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

11.1

11.2

11.3
11.4
11.5

APPROACH AND METHODS FOR DATA EVALUATION

11.1.1 Results of Monitoring Restoration Actions and Other Internally
Generated Information

11.1.2 Externally Generated Information

TRIGGER MECHANISM FOR CONSIDERING REVISIONS TO CONCEPTUAL

MODEL

DEVELOPMENTOFNEW OR ADAPTED RESTORATION ACTIONS

PROTOCOLSFOR UPDATING PLAN

ISSUES TO CONSIDERIN FUTURE PLAN REFINEMENTS

APPENDIXA COMPLETELIST OF PROJECTS CONSIDERED

Al, Management Interventions (New or Modifications)
A2. Site-specificRestoration Actions
A3. Research Projects
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(Discussion Draft, 3/14/00)

DRAFT RCMP OUTLINE

FOREWORD

INTRODUCTION ATTACHMENT M

A. Context

1. Need for this document-- brief description of the LAR ecosystem &
synopsis of past LAR management efforts; should briefly indicate why
document is organized around the 3 selected management elements

2. Relatiomhip of this documentto FMP, Parkway Plan, CALFED’s
ERPP, CVPIA/AFRP, CDFG’s Restoring Central Valley Streams: A
Plan for Action, & other key planning documents

B. RCMP Goals -- from RCMP Statementof Support, refined to reflect Work
Group’s efforts and insights gained while carrying out their respective
charges

APPROACH

A Narrative description of the way in which local, state, and federal
agencies, other technical experts, and stakeholder groups worked together
to developthe RCMP {LAR Task Force, Water Forum, Work Groups,
other forms of outreach and coordination)

B. Diagram of [L.A.

OVER-ARCHING PRINCIPLES (e.g., drawn from FMP, Parkway Plan,
Water Forum Agreement, CALFED’s ERPP, CVPIA/AEFRP, CDFG’s Restoring
Central Valley Streams: A Plan for Action, and other agency documents =
integrated and tailored to the unique characteristics of the LAR)

KEY GOALS, OBJECTIVES,AND ACTIONSBY ELEMENT &
PROGRAM

A. Aquatic Habitat Management

1. Needpurpose for including this element (e.g., what was wrong with
things as they were)

2. Programmatic goals and objectives (likely to include additional layers,
such as sub-goalsand sub-objectives;work groups will coordinate
this)




(Discussion Draft, 3/14/00)

3. Proposed actions/projects/changes in management practices
(prioritized, with anticipated lead agency and funding sources
identified)

4. Data gaps and research needs

B. Floodway Management (introduction explaining rationale for breaking this
element down into 3 programs and discussing any cross-cutting themes or
supra-goals)

1. Vegetation Resource Management Program

a. Needpurpose for including this element (e.g., what was wrong
with things as they were)

b. Programmatic goals and objectives (likely to include additional
layers, such as sub-goalsand sub-objectives; work groups will
coordinate this)

c. Proposed actions/projects/changes in management practices
(prioritized, with anticipated lead agency and funding sources
identified)

d. Data gaps and research needs

2. Anticipatory Erosion Control Program

a. Needpurpose for including this element (e.g., what was wrong
wrththings as they were)

b. Programmatic goals and objectives (likely to include additional
layers, such as sub-goals and sub-objectives; work groups will
coordinate this)

c. Proposed actions/projects/changes in management practices
(prioritized, with anticipated lead agency and funding sources
identified)

d. Data gaps and research needs

3. Facilitites Redesign/Relocation Program

a. Need/purpose for including this element (e.g., what was wrong
with things as they were)

b. Programmaticgoals and objectives (likely to include additional
layers, such as sub-goals and sub-objectives;work groups will
coordinate this)

c. Proposed actions/projects/changes in managementpractices
(prioritized, with anticipated lead agency and funding sources
identified)

d. Data gaps and research needs
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(Discussion Draft, 3/14/00)

C. Recreation Management

1. Needpurpose for including this element (e.g., what was wrong With things
as they were)

2. Programmatic goals and objectives (likely to include additional layers,
such as sub-goals and sub-objectives; work groups will coordinatethis)

3. Proposed actions/projects/changes in management practices (prioritized,
wrth anticipated lead agency and funding sources identified)

4. Data gaps and research needs

RIVER CORRIDOR ACTION PLAN MATRIX

ECOLOGICAL AND BIOLOGICAL MONITORING AND EVALUATION
STRATEGY

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT STRATEGY




ATTACHMENT N

LOWER AMERICAN RIVER
FISHERIES AND INSTREAM HABITAT (FISH) GROUP

BASELINE REPORT: DRAFT OUTLINE
(6 levels of detail)

PREFACE

10 INTRODUCTION
1.1 BACKGROUND
1.1.1  Related/Ongoing Initiatives
1111 CALFEDERP
1112 CVPIAAFRP
1.1.1.3 Water Forum - Habitat Management Element
1114 EDF v.EBMUD
12  PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE REPORT
1.2.1 Scope ofthe Report
1.2.2 Restoration/Rehabilitation
1.2.3 Ecosystem Based Approach - Indicator Species
1.2.4 Linkage Between Various Fish Life Stages and Ecosystem Attributes
125 Corridor/Watershed Boundaries
1.2.6 Historical Descriptions of Trendsand Stressorsas Context for Plan
1.2.7 Currentand Anticipated Future Stressors and Limiting Factors
1.3  PROJECTLOCATION
1.3.1 Nimbus Dam to Mouth of American River
1.3.2 Influence of Folsom Dam Operations
14  CONTEXTWITHIN MULTIHPURPOSE INTEGRATED PLAN
141 River Corridor Management Plan
1.4.2 Fisheriesand Aquatic Habitat Management and Restoration Plan
1.4.3 Floodway Management Plan/Bank Protection Plan
144  Other Lower American River Plans

20 HISTORICAL TRENDS OF THE LOWER AMERICAN RIVER
21  FISHERIES
2.1.1 Historical Population Trends
2.1.11 Pre-Folsom Dam Period {pre 1955)
2.1.1.2 . Early Post-Folsom Dam Period
2.1.2 Species Present in the Lower American River
2.1.3  Primary Species of Management Concern
22 RNER FLows AND WATER TEMPERATURES
2.2.1  Unimpaired Flow Regime
2.2.1.1  Annual Hydrograph
2.2.12  Annual Water Yield
2.2.1.3  Hydrograph Components
2.2.1.4  Flow-duration Curves
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2.2.2  Unimpaired Water Temperature Regime
2.2.3 Regulatory Standards
2.23.1 SWRCB Decisions
8 0893
. D1400
. “Modified” D1400
2.2.3.2 EDFv. EBMUD
2.2.3.3  Recent Changes (AFRP)
2.2.4  USBR Operational Controls
2.2.4.1 Flood Control Diagram
2.2.4.2 Gates/Operations
2.24.3  Power Penstock Capabilities
2.2.4.4  Shutters
2.2.4.5 Folsom Dam TCD
2.2.46 El Dorado Irrigation District TCD
2.2.4.7  Optimal Coldwater Pool Management
2.2.5 Regulated Flow Regime
2.2.5.1 Hydrograph
2.2.5.2 Water Yield
2.2.5.3 Hydrograph Components
2.2.5.4 Flow Fluctuations
2.2.6 .RegulatedWater Temperature Regime

2.3 RIVER HYDRAULICS GEOMORPHOLOGY
2.3.1 Historical Trends
2.3.1.1 Hydraulic Gold Mining in Sierras
2.3.1.2  Dredging of Channels and Adjacent Terraces
2.3.1.3  Tree Cutting and Agricultural Development
2.3.1.4  Old Folsom Dam Construction
2.3.1.5 Folsom Dam/Nimbus Dam Construction
2.3.1.6  Flood Control Levees
2.3.1.7 Down-cutting of River Channel
2.3.1.8 Lateral Erosion of Banks
2.3.2  Historical Channel Morphology
2.3.3 Historical Sediment Supply
2.3.4 Historical Sediment Transport
24 RIPARIAN ATTRIBUTES
2.4.1 Shaded Riverine Aquatic Cover
2.4.2 Backwater Ponds, Marshes, and Wetland Sloughs
2.4.3 Nearshore Terraces
2.4.4 Mid-channel Islands and Side Channels
2.5 INSTREAM HABITATS
2.5.1 Reaches
2.5.1.1 Reach 1- Confluenceto Paradise Beach Recreation Area
2.5.1.2 Reach 2 —Paradise Beach Recreation Area to Gristmill Dam Recreation Area
2.5.1.3 Reach 3 - Gristmill Dam Recreation Area to Nimbus Dam
2.5.2  Major Channel Features
2.5.2.1 Bar Complex
2.5.2.2  Flatwater
2.5.2.3  Off-channel
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2.5.3  Channel Feature Types

2.5.3.1 Island Complex

2.5.3.2 Mid-channel bar

2.5.3.3 Lateral Bar

2.5.3.4  Channel-spanning Bar

2.5.3.5 Transverse Bar

2.5.3.6  Channel Bend

2.5.3.7  Straight Channel

2.5.3.8  Split Channel

2.5.3.9  Off-channel Area Contiguous with Main Channel

2.5.3.10 Off-channel Area Not Contiguous with Main Channel
2.5.4 Habitat Units

2.54.1 Riffle
2542 Run
2.5.4.3 Glide
2.5.4.4 Pool

2.5.5 Floraand Fauna
2.5.5.1 Species Associated with Major Channel Features
2.5.5.2  Species Associated with Other Channel Feature Types
2.5.5.3 Species Associated with Defined Instream Habitat Units

3.0 CURRENT STATUS
31 FISHERIES
3.1.1 Fall-Run Chinook Salmon
3.1.1.1 Population Status
e Annual Spawning Stock Escapement Estimation
e Recent Trends
3.1.1.2  Adult Upstream Migration
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
3.1.1.3 Spawning
e TemporalDisiribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
Flow/Habitat Relationships
Spawning Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
Redd Superimposition
Surface Substrate Composition
Intergravel Permeability
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature Variations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
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3.1.1.4 Incubation
e  Temporal Distribution
v Flowffemperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
3 Flow/Habitat Relationships
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.1.5 Fry Rearing
a Temporal Distribution
v Flowffemperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v" Flow/Habitat Relationships
Rearing Habitat Availability IFIM Studies)
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature VVvariations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
+  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.1.6  Juvenile Outmigration
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Vvariations
a Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements

AN NN

3.1.2 Steelhead
3.1.2.1 Population Status
e Existing information
e Recent Trends
3.1.2.2  Adult Upstream Migration
e . Temporal Distribution
v Flowffemperature Relationships
3.1.2.3  Spawning
e Temporal Distribution
v Flowffemperature Relationships
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a Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
Spawning Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
Redd Superimposition
Surface Substrate Composition
Intergravel Permeability
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature Variations
a Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.2.4  Incubation
a Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a  Spatial Disiribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
«  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.2.5 Fry Rearing
a  Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
v Rearing Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
v Water Temperature
v' Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature VVvariations
a  Overall Species Status by Life Stage
¥ Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.2.6  Juvenile Outmigration
a Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature VVvariations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
+  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements

A N LT N NN

3.1.3 Splittail
3.1.3.1 Population Status
a Existing Information
e Recent Trends
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3.1.3.2

Spawning and Incubation

e Temporal Distribution
e Spatial Distribution

v
+
v
v

Flow/Habitat Relationships

Spawning Habitat — Inundated Riparian VVegetation
Flow fluctuations — Stranding and Dewatering

Flow/Temperature Relationships

e Overall Species Status

W
v

3.1.4 American Shad
3.14.1

Limitations of Data
Recommended Data Improvements

Population Status

a Existing information
a Recent Trends

3.1.4.2 Spawning
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
«  Spawning Habitat ‘Availability (IFIM Studies)
v Redd Superimposition
v Surface Substrate Composition
v Intergravel Permeability
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Variations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitationsof Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.43 Incubation
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
o Spatial Distribution
+  Flow/Habitat Relationships
a  Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.44 Fry Rearing
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
v Rearing Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Variations
= Overall Species Status by Life Stage

W
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v Recommended Data Improvements
3.14.5 Juvenile Rearing to Adult
s Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spaiial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Variations
s  Overall Species Status by Life Stage
«  Limitations of Data
_ v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.5 Striped Bass
3.1.5.1 Population Status
« Existing Information
= Recent Trends
3.1.52 Spawning
s Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
Spawning Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
Redd Superimposition
Surface Substrate Composition
Intergravel Permeability
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature Variations
s OverallSpeciesstatus by Life Stage
v Limitations of Cata
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.5.3 Incubation
= TemporalDistribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
a Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3154 FryRearing
s  TemporalDistribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
v Rearing Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
v Water Temperature
v
v

L N N T N

Temperature Considerations
. Longitudinal Temperature Variations
a Overall Species Status by Life Stage
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v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.5.5 Juvenile Rearing to Adult
e Temporal Distribution
v Flowflemperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
v Water Temperature
v Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Variations
e  Overall Species Status by LifeStage
+  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.6  ResidentNative Fish Species
3.1.6.1 Population Status
e Existing information
e Recent Trends
3.1.6.2 Spawning
e Temporal Distribution
v Flowflemperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
Spawning Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
Redd Superimposition
Surface Substrate Composition
Intergravel Permeability
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature Variations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
«  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.6.3  Incubation
e  Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spaiial Distribution
v Flowmabitat Relationships
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.6.4 FryRearing
e Temporal Distribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
e Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
. Rearing Habitat Availability (IFIM Studies)
Water Temperature
Temperature Considerations
Longitudinal Temperature Variations
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a  Overall Species Status by LifeStage
v Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.6.5 Juvenile Rearing to Adult
a TemporalDistribution
v Flow/Temperature Relationships
a Spatial Distribution
v Flow/Habitat Relationships
v Water Temperature
«  Temperature Considerations
v Longitudinal Temperature Variations
e Overall Species Status by Life Stage
«  Limitations of Data
v Recommended Data Improvements
3.1.7  Out-of-Basin Factors Affecting Fisheries
3.1.7.1  Ocean Harvest Rates
3.1.7.2  Delta Factors (Water Quality)
3.1.7.3  Ocean /Climactic Conditions
3.2 HYDROLOGY: RIVER FLOWS AND WATER TEMPERATURES
3.2.1 Annual Hydrology
3.2.1.1 Hydrograph
e Average Annual Water Yield
o Water Year Type Classifications
3.2.2  Seasonal Hydrology
3.2.2.1  Minimum Flows
3.2.2.2 Flood Flows
3.2.2.3  Flushing/Pulse Flows
3.2.2.4 Flow Fluctuations
3.2.3 Water Temperatures
3.2.3.1  Seasonal Temperature Regimes
o Fall
a Winter
a spring
e Summer
3.3 RIVER HYDRAULICS AND RELATED FLUVIAL GEOMORPHOLOGY
3.3.1 Flow Mechanics
3.3.1.1 Flow Velocity
3.3.1.2 Flow Depths
3.3.2 Morphological Processes and Forms
33.2.1  Depositional
e Channel Bars
o Infilling
e Migration and Growth of Shoals
a Point Bar Formation
3.3.2.2  Sediment Composition

a Grainsize
e Sorting
3.3.2.3 Erosional
a Bed Scour
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a Bedload Transport
e Bank Erosion
+ Meander Development and Propagation
e Scour Holes
3.3.3 Riffle-Pool Sequences
3.3.4 Channel Gradientand the Longitudinal Profile
3.4 RIPARIAN ATTRIBUTES
. 3.4.1 Shaded Riverine Aquatic Cover

3411
3412

Species Listings
Spatial Distribution and Density

3.4.2 Backwater Ponds, Marshes, and Wetland Sloughs

3.4.2.1 Species listings
34.22  Spatial Distribution and Density
3.4.3 Nearshore Terraces
3.4.3.1 Species Listings
3.4.3.2 Spatial Distribution and Density
3.4.4 Mid-channel Islands and Side Channels
3.44.1 Species Listings
3.4.4.2  Spatial Distribution and Density
35 INSTREAM HABITATS
3.5.1 Reach!
3.5.1.1 Major Channel Features
a Flora and Fauna
e Limiting Factors
3.5.1.2  Channel Feature Types
e Floraand Fauna
a Limiting Factors
3.5.1.3 Habitat Units
a Flora and Fauna
e Limiting Factors
352 Reach2
3.,5.2.1 Major Channel Features
e Flora and Fauna
e Limiting Factors
3.5.2.2  Channel Feature Types
a Flora and Fauna
a Limiting Factors
3.5.2.3 Habitat Units
e Flora and Fauna
e Limiting Factors
353 Reach3
35.3.1 Major Channel Features
e Flora and Fauna
a Limiting Factors
3.5.3.2 Channel Feature Types
e Floraand Fauna
e Limiting Factors
3.5.3.3 Habitat Units

a Flora and Fauna
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e Limiting Factors
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